Tfwl g, Et. EE. (EE) 04/0007/2003-05 


REGD. NO. D. L. (N) 04/0007/2003-05 



( lh<z (5a zette 



of ^tidia 


ETfsEpir % ychiftM 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 
Wlkilfecb 

_ WEEKLY _ 

TT. 46] Ef WSR- 8—dolteU 14, 2015, yiRTcm/cblfricb 17—-cblfricb 23, 1937 

No. 46] NEW DELHI. NOVEMBER 8—NOVEMBER 14,2015, SATURDAY/KARTIKA 17—KARTIKA 23,1937 

fE WI 'fif f*FT TJES WTT # "3Tmt f fsTRTT fg? EF TJSSTcF RchcHH ET EET 3 Tt3T W 7E& 

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 

ETE II—Jd'JS 3—EE-Jsl'J5 (ii) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


9TTTfT TTWT cf? 04 M All ( T?TT 04MA1 cpt tiUeM ) £TTT RTTP fsTEj; ETT TTTfpffiTcF 3TE&1 3|(T 3lflH1yHH( 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fctxT EETcRT 
(fct#E f^TFl) 

E^ fteefr, 27 3EPJR, 2015 
cPT.3IT.2160.—'HKcllil ftp 3 tRtRtee, 1955 

(1955 EE 23) E?T ERT 19 c£ RRg Re) 3Tfc ERT 20 E>1 
^3M—'ETRT (l) ERT 5ERT EtRpET EE MRT ERcl ft?, 
RRcPK, t?EEgTE fET e) RE-EEE 

Rp^EEP # 5pfRT EETR fETT (ERE fcrfaT 13-03-1960) 
Erl ^ it. TE?lE E|ER (MT ReIE> 31-10-2015 E7T 
E|c||Rc|t 1 EFt) E) Rer ft? EE EE ReEP 01-11-2015 
cpT ET REE) EYEET REt£ ERT EEER EEE ErR E?T 
clRRsT RT 31-03-2020 7EP, ERcfTE f^P 3 EEE- 
RRtJlcp ReJEvT ERtfl % I 

[EE. Rf. 2/7/2013—^tefr—I] 
fcpJEI wr^T, 3ER ^#ET 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 27th October, 2015 
S.O.2160. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (b) of Section (19) and Sub-section (1) of Section 
20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), the 
Central Government, hereby appoints Shri Parveen 
Kumar Gupta (DoB: 13-03-1960), Deputy Managing 
Director, State Bank of India as Managing Director, 


State Bank of India against the vacancy of Shri P. 
Pradeep Kumar (who will superannuate on 31-10-2015), 
from the date of his taking over the charge of the post on 
or after 01-11-2015 and upto 31-03-2020 i.e. the date of 
his attaining the age of superannuation or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 2/7/2013-BO-I] 
VIIAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 
ftWfl, 29 3EEJER, 2015 

cpl.3TT.2161.—fEEPrft RRilHE 3TRfREET, 1949 
(1949 EE 10) E?t ejrt 53 g-jyy -^zff EE EEFT 

ERcT ft?, ERE EREER, ETRcfET fepf ftp 7^ RneRtTI 
EE TJcKgRT, E? RpRTT ERtfl t f% REP 3TRfRm 
ETET 10 E>1 RE—tTTET (l) E) EsRR (e) c£ RE—EEMT (i) c£ 
REESE WET ^McH tET EE RTF]; E^t #t, WT cTE> 
?ETEE ERPI t?P E?T EEE R^lcp t?E EE^ETeFP 

3Tf§EPlfr #Etf) 3TEcTfEEf^TEE E) #?Etft ^tecTH/P 
?f%ET f?Et$ET EEpfl feli^R -% rf f^EEP (%- 
wfETeEP) ETRcr ErR ^ 11 

[EE. RF. 13/20/2015-fl3fr-I] 
f^EET Ee5tET, 3ER 7#ET 


4646 GE2015 
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New Delhi, the 29th October, 2015 

S.O.2161. — In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 
1949), the Government of India on the recommendations 
of the Reserve Bank of India, hereby declare that the 
provisions of sub-clauses (i) of clause (c) of sub-section 
(1) of Section 10 of the said Act shall not apply to Punjab 
National Bank in so far as it relates to the nomination of 
Shri Usha Ananthasubramanian, Managing Director & 
Chief Executive Officer of the Punjab National Bank as a 
Director (no-executive) on the Board of PNB Metlife 
India Insurance Company Limited. 

[F. No. 13/20/2015-BO-I] 

VIIAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

4 i ffWfl, 30 3T47J47, 2015 
44.34.2162.-4177)14 ftTJfcf ftp 3lifff44, 1934 
(1934 44 2) 4f 4T7T 8 4?T 734-4T7T (l) 4) 7^5 ( 4 ) sTRT 
4471 -^TfWf cpi 4414 477cl 7|V, 4)^0 i| TN47R, W4g[RT, 
f) ^lOcTcDIcl 4T7T, 7#TET, 3TTf^P 47pf ff4T4, ffxT 
H-pTIcH 4 471 TPTPTeT 4414 T[ 3Tf7 3T4el STT^Il 7147, 
ft 3T744 74Pfl 4) WR 47 4T7cfl4 fopf ftp 4) 4 >^i| 

fpi f fffntp 4 Tff 7 i 4777ft 1 1 

[44. 7T. 7/2/2012—sfTsfl—I] 
ff^TTT Hcfl4l, 3147 7#fcT 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2015 
S.O. 2162. — In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the 
Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934, (2 of 1934), the 
Central Government hereby nominates Shri Shaktikanta 
Das, Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs, 
Ministry of Finance, to be a Director on the Central 
Board of Directors of Reserve Bank of India with 
immediate effect and until further orders vice Shri Ajay 
Tyagi. 

[F. No. 7/2/2012-BO-I] 
VIIAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

■pf ffWfl, 2 dc|H4, 2015 
cpT.3TT.2163 —TF-fL/pcT frp (444 Tf Jlffaf 
73444) V4?FT, 1970/1980 if?3^ (l) 3Tf7 

6 3Tf7 csl u -S 8 4) 734—TTg (l) cf 744 4f7j7T, 
fcpcpljf) cpqfl (xSMsPHl cpT 3Ttfp picf 3RRH) AqfSrf^RpiT, 
1970/1980 4?1 sirt 9 4f 734—E1T7T (3) 4? 343 (47) 4T7T 
4471 UlRbill 47T 4414 <pyf 4>-fji| 7T747T7, 4177fl4 
f47 VT 4714?f 47Tf 4) 444171, VTPpRTl, ^41 t47 
ft chifmeicb fffrpp aft 7 ff frcq 44477 (pep fTtfst 
15-01-1959) 47t 7344) 44417 434 cpyf 4?1 tp/Ttst 7>) 
rfET 4f 4f 3T4ff cf fel V 3TST4T vM4>l 3Tff4ff?TT 4?1 
tll'f'tsj 7147 31441 3piel 3)lf i'll 7T47, 411 ft Mpel ft, 
75,500-80,000/- 4) fcPTEFT tf TJjpt ftp q) 444 

fff^pp trcj 471^417347 3Tff47lfl S 44 44 ffq7T7 

4Acfl f I 

[47T. 71. 4/6/2015—f)3Tl—I] 
ff4T4 4efl41, 3147 7#T4 


New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015 

S.O.2163 .—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub clause (1) 
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub clause (1) of clause 8 of 
The Nationalized Banks (Management and 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the 
Central Government, after consultation with the Reserve 
Bank of India hereby appoints Shri Ravi Krishan Takkar 
(DoB: 15-01-1959), ED Dena Bank as MD & CEO, UCO 
Bank in the scale of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000/- for a 
period of three years from the date of his taking over the 
charge of the post or till the date of his superannuation or 
until further orders, whichever is earliest. 

[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I] 
VIIAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

4f ffWfl, 2 47F47, 2015 

47T.3TT.2164.— 41^4^0 f47 (44 U ttcT qqjjrjf 

4444) 74f4, 1970/1980 743 3 f> 7347sfg (l) 3Tf7 

'is) U -S 6 3T17 'is) ci-s 8 c£ 734—Tsi-S (l) cf 7TTST 4(c)cl, 
fcpcpl£l 474ft (734474f 44 3T73t4 Tf 3 TcRH) 3lffff44, 
1970/1980 4f 4171 9 4?f 734—4171 (3) cf 3471 (cp) 4T71 
4471 iilRbfl 44 4414 477f 74/, 4)^4 7T747R, 4177ft4 
feff f47 7) 4714?) 477f q^-qicl, W44T7T, ^ tcp 
$ chlfmelcp fff-?T47 aft 744 7g4T7 4f (7474 fcrfsT 
10-01-1960) 47T 01-02-2016 4f 4T 737pf 4Y4T4 
444T7 444 47rf 4?f cllilisl xf cff4 4f c^f 3T4ff cf feE[ 
3T2T4T vMcp) 3Tft) c| (if c|| c^f cllilisl 7147 3T2T4T 3)Uc) 
3TTf4ff 7T47, 74T ft 44^ ft, 75,500-80,000 774V <# 
fcT44T4 f 444tt44 f47 444 fff^TP trf ^751 

cblfmdcp 3ltf44ft if 44 47 t%7P 4777tt 11 

[7PT. 7T. 4/6/2015—ft3TT—I] 
tf744 4efm, 3T47 Tlfer 

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015 
S.O.2164. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) 
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub clause (1) of clause 8 of The 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
appoints Shri Jai Kumar Garg (DoB: 10-01-1960), ED, 
UCO Bank as MD & CEO, Corporation Bank in the scale 
of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000 for a period of three years 
from the date of taking over the charge of the post on or 
after 01-02-2016 or till the date of his superannuation or 
until further orders, whichever is earliest. 

[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I] 

VIIAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

4 i ffWfl, 2 44747, 2015 

44.34.2165 — TF-fT/pcT f47 (44U trcf q4frif 

73444) 77fl4, 1970/1980 4? Tsfg 3 tf 734747g (1) 3Tf7 
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qqtrg 6 afk TgtTg 8 7f) t3q—TTg (l) t£ TTH! qffjcl, 
I*chl-51 7f7q4t (^TfFTt Tfq 3ft4q t+cf 3 TcR^T) 3TfSrf^m, 
1970/1980 4?f ETRT 9 cf?T t3q—'EJT7T (3) c£ Tjg ( 47 ) gTTT 
5R7T yiRbiil Tfq qqfpT TRcl Tfj^Rr qRTfTTq, +117414 

fefcf tcfj /r wrf TfTRl 7f> q?qRT, trqqg-Rp ^f%qq 

sfcfj 7f> cbl44Mcb ft4*lcf> # +T#tq Tg+qq #q (qpq fcrfaT 
05—05—1961) cfTt vUcf) tpqqrq TET+I 7f7q4 7f?l TTf/fqq qf 
tfl+T tt 4 TfSf 31744 t£ [eiq 3TS37TT \8d4$l 3TfE)c|f4dl 7f?[ 
dlTlTsl TTTft 3T5T7TT 3T+Tef 3ll4^il cT7f7, v/T +ff M6el FT, 
75,500-80,000 W? 7f) 4ddHM +f 4^44 frp 7f> 
mer-f^TTTp TTcf gTsq cbl44M<*> 3Tfe7p4 7j) qq qq 
Pi^xf Tfr^cfr "t 1 

[tfq. qf. 4/6/2015—4t3Tl—I] 
f4tqq T^H, 3[7R qff^cl 

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015 

S.O.2165. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) 
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of The 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, 
hereby appoints Shri Mahesh Kumar Jain (DoB: 05-05- 
1961), ED Indian Bank as MD & CEO, Indian Bank in 
the scale of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000 for a period of 
three years from the date of taking over the charge of the 
post or till the date of his superannuation until further 
orders, whichever is earliest. 

[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


ftWfl, 2 TPR, 2015 

7f7r.3TT.2166 —TF/TT/cT frp (jffl Tjcf qTftrff 
73WT) 77f?pT, 1970/1980 7f> TsPg 3 t£ TJiRsFg (l) sfft 
TgTTg 6 3f[q TgrTg 8 t£ T3q—TTg (1) 7f) qqai qfcjTT, 
tfcpcfirtt TfTtpft (vBisbHi Tfq sit/q tTcf 3RRu) 3rRrRm, 
1970/1980 7f?r EfRl 9 7f?T T3q—ETT7T (3) 7f) 7TS (7f7) gUT 
5TT7T *l(rb4f Tfq qzfpT Tfq/f ft/, cfj^jlq TRTfTR, +117414 
fer4 tfrfj qf qqi+ret 7f774 t^tti, wtstti, 3ilR4eei 
frp 3itq7 TfTiqqf t), cbi44Mcf> Rr4n7f7 sfr qj^r tpr. q^ci 
(tjpq fclfaT 25—12—1957) 7f>r \8dcf) qq+fR +qqq qRrf 7f?f 
717474 qf 31-12-2017 cT7f7 3fSlfcT T3q7f?f 3lf4c|f4cll 7f?f 
711^74 7T7f) 3TS17TT 3FT^ ATT^ff 7T7f>, tq! +ff 9gel Wt, 
75,500-78,000 7f> 4cHHH 4 3TTMT frfj 7f> 

qqsq-R^lcb tTcf 4>|4mel4> 3rRl7fqfff 7f> qq qq 

Rrgxb TfTTcff | 

[pq. qf. 4 / 6 / 2015 —oft-art—i] 

fttqq Hc/l4l, 3ER qrRrq 

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015 
S.O.2166. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) 
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of The 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
appoints Shri Suresh N. Patel (DoB: 25-12-1957), 
ED Oriental Bank of Commerce as MD & CEO, Andhra 
Bank in the scale of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000 from the 
date of his taking over the charge of the post or till the 
date of superannuation i.e. on 31-12-2017 or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


vj4'4)tt>i TPrel, 731S1 affq xn4uiPlcr> (c|ax u i q/neiq 

(vJH'*ikp| *ii*iel (4+1 Ml) 

(HixcTh +iMct> ®^qt) 

7J $ f4eeft, 2 qcTRsR, 2015 

cfq.3fl.2167.—BRcfPT BETTp (MHDH) RlRilH 1988 ^ RlRilH 4 $ tjqRm ( 5 ) 7 f) 3jgqiqH 4 +117414 
BFT7P Wq^TTT 3lR[qjRf7T Tf 77 ?q f f% f^iq cTT^RTf $ feRH 31^7^ ^ rpr f, 4 qtff^cr Tpq qrr f : _ 

3f^t 


717. 

qf. 

dl^7)7H qf 

q41yd 

Tfrf fcrfsl 
7r4/Biq 

dl^ql'7H7Tl41 Tfq qiH q Mdl 

+117414 HM<4> 4>| ^44 

+tt. +q. qf. 

(+TFT/ 

3jg+qq) : tt4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 

6500009105 

20151013 

^rqiqf tutt) «4dq) 

38/39,f4+T 4el Tfqr^TRT 

106, ^1. 4f. qfg, 3 tr. Tjqr. gqq, 
TfTRTRRjq - 641 002 

Tcf #44 

f^aiHMtf, 3Tl+jqrq/ 
ftleqTfq/f - -?p(?q trcf 
ggqfrfTq 

IS 2112 : 2003 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

2 . 

6500009206 

20151016 

tW'tf HcNN hV-d WBTte RlR/d 

cNdMI Tf 28, Tf. 771, 

nf ntJfRT PETR" Tf5, TTESjaT 

THT, nhSttjm, 

- 641 012 

m°f tTcf nr 0 ! 
fttaETRJtt, 3TTtJTT/ 

RlcOchl'Jl - ^gcTT tier 
^yichd 

IS 1417 : 1999 

3. 

6500009307 

20151028 

31 Hi ^tflpRlRh 

TT 6, ^TNl 

TJB. A 4ldilH mR-cih, 

chlilHr^ - 641 015 

P)Hvd/l4 MH'fld 

IS 8034 : 2002 

4. 

6500009509 

20151029 

EHsft t? tjn IITT dh IH1 fcT4 
239, fET# 

WR1«R TTlel, Tf5, 3TpfPJ?, 

■Hlpfr -638 501 

m°f tTcf nr 0 ] 

ftWlEjq, 3hTJT°T/ 
RleMcbl'fl - t^TgcTT t°cr 

IS 1417 : 1999 

5. 

6500009610 

20151029 

<f> 3TT Afecbel 

PTETfe leiRl£g t^TT tin 29 & 30, 
trwicfr, ^RnmeiiH nfcr, 

tpr sl't-c P5rc?r yW, 

Meel-dH - 641 662 

?ellR-C<P s|^vj1 

IS 16111 : 

2013 

6 . 

6500009408 

20151029 

JT tlTT TIB vrclcl'J'l 

21 , M 3TfwT^7, 

tTTpfr-638 501 

m°f tTcf m°t 

f^nengti, stpjt 0 ! / 
ftmrmfr - t^r 

^4l'cbd 

IS 1417 : 1999 

7. 

6500009711 

20151030 

■dclch'Jl sRsN^l 

208/1, ?eFHt HET, 

/ffnhleflSFfET nlRlel <# nFf^, 
3Hc|KHmd4H, 

<hl4IHrJ4—641 006 

96^ Tgarf $ lem 
P)Hvd/|i| 

IS 14220 : 

1994 


[TT. # t?H #/13:11] 
t?H. /n' Tjcf PTgni 


MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015 

S.O. 2167. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address (Factory) of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. Part/ 

Sec. Year 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 

6500009105 

20151013 

M/s. Zaveri Bros Jewellers 

38/39,Big Bell Complex, 

106 D.B.Road.R.S.Puram, 

Coimbatore - 641 002 

Silver and Silver 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 

Artefacts - Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 2112 : 2003 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

2. 

6500009206 

20151016 

M/s. Malabar Gold Pvt. Ltd. 

Door No. 28, T.No. 771, 

Dr. Rajendra Prasad Road, 

Near South Indian Bank, Gandhipuram, 

Coimbatore - 641 012 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 1999 

3. 

6500009307 

20151028 

M/s. Amma Engineering 

No.6, 2nd Street, 

M. K. Palayam West, Uppilipalyam, 

Coimbatore - 641 015 

Submersible Pumpsets 

IS 8034 : 2002 

4. 

6500009509 

20151029 

M/s. Dhansri ASM Thangamaligai 

239, Dhansri Avenue, 

Kamarajar Salai, Bargur Road, Anthiyur, 

Bhavani - 638 501 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/ Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 1999 

5. 

6500009610 

20151029 

M/s. KOB Medical Textiles Pvt. Ltd. 

SF-29 & 30, Perumpali, Semmipalayam Village, 

K. N. Puram Post, Trichy Road, 

Palladam—641662 

Elastic Bandage 

IS 16111 : 2013 

6. 

6500009408 

20151029 

M/s. Sri ASM Jewellery 

21, Raja Street, Anthiyur, 

Bhavani-638501 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 : 1999 

7. 

6500009711 

20151030 

M/s. Chakkra Industry. 

208/1, Elango Nagar, 

Opp. Seerkaliamman Kovil, Avarampalayam, 
Coimbatore - 641 006 

Openwell Submersible 
Pumpsets 

IS 14220 : 1994 


[No. CMD/13: 11] 


M. SADASIVAM, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


^4 fee#, 2 W5R, 2015 

cfJT.3IT.2168.—HKtTlil BFEF (jFTFFl) RlRilH 1988 <# tftwi 5 4? JTlRRi|H9 (6) 3FJTNH $ 

■HKcllil BFEfJ JIcReTM 3#^cl TNcTT t f% 'RfT R|c|^u| tjj^r eTT^FRTf 4J\ 3TFT M cTTflFsT FT 

\!sl/TSrRRT SR f^TT W t :— 


5F. 

TFT. 

dlS'fi'H 

W 

cjci— 

cTT^TTEnfl 4JT ■TFT cf ifcfT 

T-siRici fcb^ 9^ ys (cb^ 9^ di^-m <b 
3T?FfcT 4JRJ/PEFT FKcfBT EFEF 4JT 

#^cfj 

^ #Rl 4?1 
icrfar 

31chj6N 2015 - S]p>l 


[7T. # TJF J^r/ 13:13] 


VL 4H <41 f$|cf -H, cl^llPlcb ‘W Tjcf RgTsl 


New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015 

S.O.2168. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licence particulars of which 
are given below have been cancelled/ suspended with effect from the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. 

CM/L- 

Name & Address of the Licensee 

Article/ Process with relevant 
Indian Standard covered by the 
licence cancelled/ suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

OCTOBER 2015 - NIL 


[No. CMD/13: 13] 
M. SADASIVAM, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
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mHluj HTurf &IFT 

(WM ftc|T 'H'iO'l) 

dPlc-MI-d, 14 3T7FJ5R, 2015 

cfJT.3IT.2169.—TfftftPr TOTR, Rdl'cp 23-02-2015 7ft ^ 3 tRrjtTTT TRWT GSO/17(27)/2014-R/21/724 Tpr 
srfepTRT Tpyft |H 3Tft eftTp tRtR (STTTTfftfM 3TRrftrft) 7ft fthTPREr) 3ftftftm, 1971 (1971 Tpr 407ft) t W 3 £RT 
5TCTT yIf>clifl TFT TETPT cpyft |TH, tft^ TRtpR ^dcisiKI fttft TTRft) 7ft TPTeFT (l) ft TT^rftr 3Tfft7prft Tfft, HR7FR 7ft 
'THMRicI 3TfepTfr tftft 7ft HTcT, 37RT 3Tfftftm eft tftRftf 7ft fftrH ftTHT 3ftft7prft 7ft ft [ftijcRI Tpycft t, HTT IT7RT 
^iRkliTl tft JETTH Tpftft 3Tk 37RT 3ftftRm 7ft gRT 3T5T7TT 3TcfftcT TPRT 3ftft7prft tr 3TRrftfft?T TPcfnff Tpr, TJTRT TTRft) 7ft 
TFTePT (2) ft RlRRtd eftTp i|R>nft ftrj 337ft ft3Tfft7FR 7ft TSTTftRT ftftTTsft 7ft ft)?R, [ft *9144 Tpftft | 


TpfeFT (l) 

3TfepTfr Tpr McHIH _ 

aft ft). H7T. cildl^HRliH, TRTR#rrp arRrrppft 
7TFTPTT #TT 3333, WTTJ 377ft 
Tpe'TTTfTpfT—603102, TpMftjtpT fftTeTT, d(fteHI3 


TpTeFT (2) 

_ eftrp 3R?Rf 7ft) ftRrftr sffc ft^TfepR 7ft) wftRr ftrftTTH 

- Ill, 3RtT TRTPR, WTTJ 373rf fftBT3 Tpr 3T5T7TT 33rft 
fcRTFT, RET5RT1#T 4>eMI44>H TJcf 3)uj^H 3fft?R, [cRjcRPiej^H 
cTTcjTF, TpfrftgTT fftfeTT, tl(fteHI3 


[wf TTTTHT/17(27) /2015—3TR/3142] 


ft). €1. 3T?3, TRTRftftrp 3 tRT7fR)-HI 


DEPARTMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
(General Services Organisation) 

Tamil Nadu, the 14th October, 2015 

S.O.2169. —In supersession of earlier Notification 
No. GSO/17(27)/2014-R/21/724 dated 23-02-2015 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the 
Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) 
Act 1971 (40 of 1971) the Central Government hereby 
appoints the Officer mentioned in column (1) of the 
Table below, being a Gazetted Officer of the 
Government, to be Estate Officer for the purposes of the 
said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and 
perform the duties imposed on Estate Officer by or under 
the said Act, within the local limits of his jurisdiction in 
respect of the public premises specified in column (2) of 
the said Table; 


TABLE 


Column (1) 
Designation of the 
Officer 

Column (2) 
Categories of 
Public Premises & 
local limits of 
iurisdiction 

Shri. T.S. Balasubramanian 
Administrative Officer-III 
General Services 
Organisation Department 
of Atomic Energy 
Kalpakkam - 603 102 
Kancheepuram District 
Tamil Nadu 

Premises in Kalpakkam 
and Anupuram, 

Thirukkalukundram taluk, 
Kancheepuram District, 

Tamil Nadu Belong to or 
under the control of 
Department of Atomic 
Energy, Government of 
India. 


[Ref. GSO/17(27)/2015-R/3142] 
P.T. MOHAN. Administrative Officer-III 


SPT ^ HftJFTR tRtTcHT 

nft fftWft, 6 hcftr, 2015 

cpl.3TT.2170.—3TRTTfftTF fftrnrr 3lRrRm 1947 

(1947 tpt 14) Tfft etrt 17 7ft srgrRR ft trtpr 

3FT TTft f%^rT WRsff THT (fftHT) Hi 

7ft 93333 7ft TUPsT fftftWfcpf 3Tk 33rft TpfttpR eft #9 

srgfttr ft Rrfftte sMRrrp fftcnrr ft cft^ftii trtpr 
3)1 til (ft cP 3rfftrpTR t(cr 33 tttftTcRT.I Tft IRTT3 

(ft^ft TT. 64/2012) Tfft TTTPtRtcT TfRcft t WT Tft^ftpr 
7RTPR Tfft 06/11/201 5 Tfft TTRT 1T3TT STT | 

[ft. Hef.-42012/125/201 l-3TTft3TR (ftftj)] 

ft). Tft. ftTJTHTTeT, 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2015 

S.O.2170 in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D 
No.64/2012) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.l, Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Water & 
Power Consultancy Service (India) Ltd., New Delhi and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06/11/2015. 

[ No.L-42012/125/201 l-IR(DU)] 

P.K.VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, DELHI 

ID No.64/2012 

Shri Pyare Lai, 

S/o late Shri Shishram, 

R/o 30/45, Trilokpuri Extension, 

Delhi 

...Workman 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Water & Power Consultancy Service (India) Ltd., 
(Wapcos Limited), 5 th Floor, Kailash Building, 

26, Kasturba Gandhi Marg, 

New Delhi - 110 001 

...Management 

AWARD 

Brief facts giving rise to the present reference are that the 
claimant Shri Pyare Lai was working with the 
management since 28.04.1978 as safaiwala/ messenger 
and was drawing a salary of Rs. 8867.00 per month. As 
per averments contained in the statement of claim, he was 
performing his duties without any complaint from the 
management and he was never issued any memorandum 
or charge sheet during his entire career. 

2.On 28.03.2003, management all of a sudden, issued a 
false and concocted charge sheet and claimant filed reply 
to the said charge sheet on 02.04.2003. He never 
accepted the charges leveled against him. Resultantly, 
Enquiry Officer was appointed to enquire into the 
allegations contained in the charge sheet. Claimant is an 
illiterate person. He was neither apprised of the 
procedure nor the nature of charges leveled against him. 
Entire enquiry was sham and bogus and the Enquiry 
Officer acted as a puppet of the management. 
Proceedings were never recorded fairly. The Enquiry 
Officer, Shri S. Vijay Rao, submitted his report holding 
that two charges have been proved and one charge was 
found to be partly proved against the claimant. He 
further alleged that he never misbehaved with any 
person. 

3.There was also another employee, Shri Harinder Singh 
was also charge sheeted on 28.03.2003 on the same 
charges and he was dismissed on 29/31.03.2004, 
alongwith the claimant. Shri Harinder Singh was later on 
reinstated by the management on 24.07.2006 with effect 
from 01.04.2004. Charges leveled against Shri Harinder 
Singh were more severe that the charges leveled against 
the claimant. Thereafter, the claimant filed a case before 
the Conciliation Officer. Management appeared before 
the Conciliation Officer. However, no settlement could 
be arrived at. Resultantly, reference was made by the 
Union Government to this Tribunal vide letter No.L- 


42012/125/201 l-IR(DU) dated 23.02.2012 and the same 
is as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Water and Power Consultancy Service (India) 
Ltd., New Delhi in terminating the services of 
the workman, Shri Pyare Lai, is legal and just? 
What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

4. Reply to the claim statement was filed by the 
management wherein a stand was taken that the claimant 
frequently remained unauthorizedly absent and he was 
found to be in a drunken condition in the premises of the 
office. He also misbehaved with the Security Guard on 
29.11.2002 and a memo was issued to the claimant, 
resulting into institution of the enquiry. The claimant 
was informed vide memorandum dated 28.03.2003 to file 
reply/defence within 10 days. The claimant, in his 
statement, acceded to the charges, except the charge of 
being drunk in the office premises. Ultimately, out of the 
three charges, two charges were held to be proved 
entirely against the workman. Third charge was held to 
be partly proved against the claimant. Consequently, the 
claimant was dismissed from service vide order dated 
29/31.03.2004 by the Disciplinary Authority. 
Management has denied the other allegations contained 
in the statement of claim. 

5. Against this factual background, my learned 

predecessor framed the following issues: 

(i) Whether the enquiry conducted by the 
management was fair and proper? 

(ii) Whether the punishment of dismissal 
awarded to the claimant commensurate to 
his misconduct? 

(iii) As in terms of reference 

6.Issue no.(i) was treated as preliminary issue and the 
parties were asked to adduce evidence on the above issue. 

7. Management, in support of its case, examined Shri 
W.A. Siddique, Vigilance Officer as MW1, whose 
affidavit is Ex.MWl/A and he has tendered in evidence 
documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex.MWl/6. This witness has 
clarified that he was not associated with the enquiry in 
any manner. Witness was also given opportunity by this 
Tribunal to trace the record mentioned in the affidavit. 

8. The claimant examined himself as WW1 and tendered 
in evidence his affidavit. Ex.WW 1/A. He has denied the 
material averments in respect of the allegations contained 
in the charge sheet and tried to support the case as put 
forth in the statement of claim. 

9.1 have heard Shri Devender Sharma, A/R for the 
claimant and Shri Jitender Yadav, A/R for the 
management. 

10.lt was urged on behalf of the management that since 
the claimant has admitted Charge No. 1 and 2 before the 
Enquiry Officer, as such it does not lie in the mouth of 
the claimant to urge that he was not given a fair 
opportunity to rebut the charges. Admission/confession 
of guilt is substantive proof of the allegations contained 
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in the charge sheet; as such, no further evidence was 
required to be led by the management to prove the 
charges. Punishment imposed upon the claimant was 
held to be proper keeping in view the gravity of the 
allegations. 

11. Per contra, Shri De vender Sharma, authorized 
representative appearing on behalf of the claimant refuted 
the submissions made on behalf of the management and 
strongly urged that there is no evidence on record to 
prove that any opportunity was given to the workman to 
cross examine the witness examined by eh management. 
There is also nothing on record to show that the claimant 
has admitted/confessed the first two charges contained in 
the charge sheet. The learned counsel proceeded to argue 
that the report of the Enquiry Officer is in violation of the 
principles of natural justice and the Enquiry Officer has 
acted as a puppet of the management so as to dismiss the 
claimant. 

12. After hearing the learned counsels of the parties and 
careful appraisal of the record, I am of the considered 
view that the enquiry conducted in the present case is not 
at all fair and the same is in violation of principles of 
natural justice. It is clear from perusal of the memo of 
charge sheet dated 28.03.2003, Ex.MWl/1, claimant 
herein was asked to submit reply within 10 days in 
respect of allegations contained in the charge sheet. 
There is an office order Ex.MWl/2 dated 29.03.2004 
which clearly shows hat the Disciplinary Authority 
imposed major penalty under Rule 11 of the Civil 
Services (Classification, Control and Appeal), Rule 1965 
whereby the claimant herein was removed from service 
with immediate effect. Extract of the above order is as 
under: 

"Whereas disciplinary proceedings as per major 
penalty proceedings was initiated against Shi 
Pyare Lai, Safaiwala by issuing charge sheet vide 
Memorandum No. WAP/GM/(P& A)/13/3/Coord 
dated 28.03.2003 for misconduct found on his 
part. 

Whereas an inquiry against the said Shri Pyare 
Lai, Safaiwala under Rule 14 of the Civil Services 
(Classification, Control and Appeal, Rule 1965) as 
made applicable to employees of the WAPCOS 
was held against him. 

Whereas Shri Pyare Lai submitted his written 
statement of confession accepted the charges 
leveled against him for gross misconduct in as 
much as he remained on frequent leave thus lack 
of devotion to duties and misbehaved with the 
Security Staff, Headquarters Office, Kailash 
Building. 

Whereas Disciplinary Authority (Chairman & 
Managing Director) on consideration of the entire 
case, including charge sheet, inquiry report, 
Confession statement and relevant records of the 
disciplinary proceedings has concluded that the 
Charges of Gross Misconduct inasmuch as he 
remained on frequent leave thus lacking in 
devotion to duties and misbehaved with the 


Security Staff at Headquarters office, Kailash 
Building have been proved against the said Shri 
Pyare Lai, Safaiwala. 

Now, therefore. Disciplinary Authority (Chairman 
& Managing Director) hereby imposes the major 
penalty No.(viii) under Rule 11 of the 
Classification, Control and Appeal Rules, 1965, 
i.e. removal from services with immediate effect 
on Shri Pyare Lai, Safaiwala for his aforesaid 
misconduct. Accordingly, he is removed from 
services with immediate effect and his name is 
struck off the rolls of the Company.” 

13.It is clear from perusal of the above that order of 
removal was passed in view of the written statement of 
confession made by the claimant herein. However, there 
is no such document or statement on record to show that 
on which date the claimant herein has confessed or 
admitted his guilt in respect of the first two charges. 
Though the Enquiry Officer in his report dated 
23.05.2004 has referred to the confession made by the 
claimant herein, but as discussed above, confessional 
statement has not at all been recorded by the Enquiry 
Officer so as to show that the workman has confessed his 
guilt or accepted the charges leveled against him. 
Production of confession statement and proof of the same 
was essential so as to appreciate the contention of the 
management that the workman has confessed his guilt. 
Further, law requires that confession statement is to be 
shown to be made by the workman voluntarily and 
without any duress or pressure etc. Since the 
confessional statement so made by the claimant has not 
been produced or proved in accordance with law, as such, 
it has dealt a crippling blow to the enquiry conducted by 
the Enquiry Officer, Shri Vijay Rao. There is nothing on 
record to show that any opportunity was given to the 
workman to cross examine the witness/es examined by 
the management in support of the charges. 
Consequently, it is held that the enquiry report dated 
23.05.2004 Ex.MWl/6 has been vitiated, being in 
violation of principles of natural justice and having been 
conducted in an unfair manner. Issue No.l is answered 
accordingly. 

14.Management was afforded an opportunity to adduce 
evidence on merits as the domestic enquiry was found to 
be in violation of principles of natural justice etc. Since 
none appeared on behalf of the management nor did the 
management take the plea in their pleadings to adduce 
evidence on merits, in case enquiry is ultimately decided 
against the management, as such, evidence of the 
management was closed. Since in the case in hand, no 
evidence has been adduced by the management after 
findings have been given by the Tribunal on preliminary 
issue that the domestic enquiry conducted by the Enquiry 
Officer is not fair or bad in law, in such a situation, this 
Tribunal is left with no choice except to set aside the 
order of ‘Removal from services with immediate effect’ 
dated 29/31.03.2004(Ex.MWl/2). Resultantly, charges 
contained in the charge sheet Ex.MWl/1 are held to be 
not proved against the workman herein. As such, order of 
‘Removal from service with immediate effect’ passed by 
the competent authority is, hereby, set aside. 
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11. As a corollary to the above, it is held that the 
workman herein is also entitled for reinstatement with 
immediate effect and payment of salary as well as all 
consequential benefits to which he is/was otherwise 
entitled had he been in service. An award is accordingly 
passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government, as required under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

A. C. DOGRA. Presiding Officer 

Dated : October 30, 2015 

ftWfr, 6 2015 

cfJT.3TT.2171.—3MR1CP ftcTPT 3TfSrf^m 1947 
(1947 cpT 14) eft HTRT 17 4? 3EJTRnj rf 7TWR 

3TTgcfvT, WhA f^FFT <# WTcRT TTcPgf f^pflPTTpf 

3TR <*>*}<*> K $ srgsffcT 4 f4f^ sMPTtp 

f^cTR 4 cT>-sTli1 TRThR 3MrPt7p 3TferRT TJcf SPT 
RTFTTeDT-1, f4Wft 4> (w) 4. 35/2013) WT 

y<hlf^ld cfRcft t vifr <£^4 3 TWR 7 f 4 06.11.201 5 cpr 

WAT TT3TT 2TT I 

[TT. tJpr-42011/56/2011-3TT^3TR(^4j))] 

4r. Cf>. cpyfftTM, 3TfSr47Tfr 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2015 

S.O.2171. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D 
No.35/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.l, Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the 
Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06/11/2015. 

[No. L-42011/56/201 l-IR(DU)] 

P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, DELHI 

ID No.35/2013 

The General Secretary, 

Municipal Employees Union, 

Aggarwal Bhawan, G.T. Road. 

Tis Hazari, 

Delhi - 110 054 

...Workman 

Versus 

The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 

Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi 110006 

.. .Management 


AWARD 

1. Shri Naresh Kumar, was working as Survey 
khalasi in Town Planning Department with Municipal 
Corporation of Delhi with effect from 10.03.1990 as a 
daily rated/casual/muster roll worker. His services was 
terminated on 13.08.1983 without any rhyme or reason. 
An industrial dispute was raised before Shri R.K. Tiwari, 
Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal No.Ill, who vide 
award dated 06.02.1999 held the action of the 
management to be illegal and directed the management to 
reinstate him in service with all consequential benefits 
with 50% back wages. Management challenged the 
award before the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi bearing 
CWP No.1015/2000 and the Hon'ble High Court stayed 
operation of the above award. During pendency of 
dispute, Shri Naresh Kumar breathed his last on 
30.07.1995. 

2. Shri Naresh Kumar was survived by his widow, 
Ms.Shashi and two sons, Shri Harsh and Shri Chetan. 
Ms.Shashi, widow of the deceased presented an 
application for appointment on compassionate grounds, 
but the management did not pass any speaking order in 
this regard, which is totally bad and malafide as family of 
the deceased was totally dependent on the deceased for 
their livelihood. Smt. Shashi is eligible for appointment 
on compassionate grounds on any suitable Class IV post 
as she fulfils all requirements for the said post, in 
accordance with the conditions laid down under the 
scheme. In similar circumstances, the dependents of 
other deceased employees have been given employment 
on compassionate grounds. . The union raised a dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer. Since the Corporation 
contested the claim, conciliation proceedings ended into a 
failure, hence, the appropriate Government referred the 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication, vide order No.L- 
42011/56/201 l-IR(DU) New Delhi dated 18.02.2013, 
with following terms: 

"Whether action of the management of Municipal 
Corporation of Delhi in denial of appointment on 
compassionate grounds to Smt. Shashi, W/o late Shri 
Naresh Kumar, Ex-employee of MCD is justified or not? 
If not, what relief will be given to Smt. Shashi, W/o late 
Shri Naresh Kumar and from which date?” 

3. After consideration of statement of claim of the 
workman, matter was listed for filing written statement 
on behalf of the management, who filed written 
statement, taking preliminary objections inter alia, non¬ 
espousal, delay/laches, non-service of demand notice etc. 
and that it has been referred by the Central Government 
without application of mind. It is also averred that the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court of India has already held that the 
cases of employment on compassionate grounds cannot 
be cannot be entertained by Industrial Tribunals as the 
applicants are not covered under the definition of 
‘workman’ as given under Section 2(s) of the Act. 
Scheme for compassionate appointment has been devised 
by Department of Personnel and Training vide OM 
No.l4014/6/94-Estt(D) dated 09.10.1998 for Government 
servant appointed on regular basis. Shri Naresh Kumar 
was a daily wager khalasi, hence does not fall within the 
category of Government servant. Further, more than 
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eight years have elapsed since the death of Shri Naresh 
Kumar and the family has survived all these eight years 
on its own. Had they been living in destitute, they would 
have approached the court much earlier. 

4. It transpires from the records that on the basis of 
pleadings of the parties, no issue, other than those 
referred by the appropriate Government for adjudication, 
was framed by this Tribunal. 

5. Claimant, in support of her claim, examined 
herself as WW1 and Shri Surender Bhardwaj as WW2. 
Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
management. 

6. In the meanwhile, the claimant desired to 
withdraw the present petition as an industrial dispute 
regarding regularization of the concerned workman 
(claimant’s husband) was pending before the Conciliation 
Officer. Since the claimant did not want to pursue the 
petition before this Tribunal, as such statement of the 
claimant regarding withdrawal of the case was separately 
taken. 

7. In view of the averments made by the claimant, 
Ms.Shashi, she is permitted to withdraw the present 
petition, with liberty to file a fresh case at a later stage. 
Hence, an award is accordingly passed. Let this award be 
sent to the appropriate Government, as required under 
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

Dated : October 30, 2015 

4lf Reef), 12 3M, 2015 

cfJT.3IT.2172.—3|) Gl Rl 4> R4T4 3lRR44 1947 
(1947 44 14) R) HRT 17 <# SFJTTTT 3 4>R)i| 7T747R 
Reef), 447 R44, 16 R^ef) 4> 44H7T4 4> 7T47£[ 

fail'Mcbi sfft 444) cptjcbK 4) #4 3FJ4H 3 RfR^d 
3MR47 R4T4 3 4>RR 7T747T7 3MR47 srfehTH tR 
H4 41K1M4.2, Reef) 4> W (tR 4 71. 58/2014) 471 
444 Rid 4Hcfl t vJTt 4)R)i| 7T747T7 47) 06.11.2015 471 
4TTT §34 HT I 

[TT. tier-42011 /52/2014—3TT^3TR(til7j)] 

tfl. <#. Rj4)9TeT, SiRtR) 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2172. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D 
No.58/2014) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the 
Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 16, Rajpura Road. Delhi 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06/11/2015. 

[No.L-4201 l/52/2014-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT - II, DELHI 

Present:- SHRI HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA 

ID.No. 58/2014 

The General Secretary, 

Jagritri Labour Union (Regd.), 

Branch Officer X - 1 A, Civil Side, 

New Tis Hazari Court, 

Delhi. .Workman 

Versus 

The Dy. Commissioner, 

MCD, 

16, Rajpura Road, 

Delhi. .Management 

Ex- Parte AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour vide 
notification No. L-42011/52/2014 IR (DU) dated 
25.07.2014 referred the following Industrial Dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication: - 

"Whether non regulation of service of Sh. Rajbir Singh 
S/o Sh. Kunwar Sen & other in Municipal Corporation 
of Delhi is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the 
workman concerned are entitled to?” 

On 06.08.2014 reference was received in this 
Tribunal. Which was register as I.D No. 58/2014 and 
claimant union was called upon to file claim statement 
with in fifteen days from date of service of notice. Which 
was required to be accompanied with relevant documents 
and list of witnesses. 

After service of notice claim statement has been filed on 
behalf of workmen Sh. Rajbeer Singh, Sh. Shankar, 
Sh. Mukesh S/o Sh. Ramesh Chand, Sh. Sunil, 
Sh. Krishan Kumar, Sh. Pramod Kumar, Sh. Balram, 
Sh. Mukesh S/o Sh. Dharampal and Sh. Vijay Kr. 

On the basis of contents of claim statement they prayed 
for relief of awarding of status of permanent employees 
of management with direction to implement the order 
passed by this Tribunal in this respect. 

In respect of service on management. Management has 
not filed its written statement. 

Perusal of schedule of reference order dated 25.07.2014 
makes it crystal clear that Ministry of Labour directed to 
this Tribunal to adjudicate following question of 
determination:- 

"Whether non regulation of service of Sh. Rajbir Singh 
S/o Sh. Kunwar Sen & other in Municipal Corporation 
of Delhi is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the 
workman concerned are entitled to?” 

Workmen in support of their case filed affidavit of Sh. 
Rajbeer Singh, Sh. Pramod Kumar, Sh. Anokha Lai, Sh. 
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Sunil , Sh. Mukesh Kumar, S/o Sh. Ramesh Chand, Sh. 
Mukesh S/o Sh. Dharampal, Sh. Balram, Sh. Sankar, Sh. 
Vijay alongwith Photostat copies of certain documents 
and they tendered their affidavit alongwith Photostat 
copies of annexed documents on which they placed 
reliance. As case proceeded ex-parte against 
management. None came on behalf of management to 
cross-examine them. 

Workmen filed detailed written arguments in their 
favour. Through which they claim for relief as claimed 
by them in their claim statement. 

In the light of contentions mentioned in written 
arguments of workman I perused the pleadings and 
evidence of workmen on record. 

My issue wise question of determination finding is as 
follows:- 

Finding on question of determination / issue no. 1. 

Which is as follows:- 1 ' Whether non regulation of service 
of Sh. Rajbir Singh S/o Sh. Kunwar Sen & other in 
Municipal Corporation of Delhi is just, fair and legal?”. 

Burden to prove issue no. 1/ question of determination no. 
1 lies on management but in the instant case management 
has not filed written statement. So, its right of filing of 
written statement has been closed by this Tribunal on 
4.2.2015 and case proceeded ex-parte against 
management. In want of evidence of management and 
reliable and credible evidence of workmen this Tribunal 
has no option except to decide question of determination/ 
issue No. 1 in favour of workman and against 
management. Which is accordingly decided and claim 
statement is liable to be allowed. Which accordingly 
allowed but nature of relief shall be discussed in issue 
No. 2. 

Finding on question of determination/issue No. 2 : 

Issue no. 2 is as follows:- 

“If not, what relief the workman concerned are entitled 
to?” 

Burden to prove this lies on workmen. Through, their 
reliable and credible evidence workmen have proved that 
they were entitled to permanent but instead of making 
them permanent management illegally terminated their 
services on 26.11.2011. On this ground they claim relief 
for setting aside their illegal termination and their 
reinstatement with back wages etc. but as per settled law 
of Hon'ble Supreme Court even in case of illegal 
termination of workmen they cannot be re-instated 
alongwith back wages etc. They are entitled only for 
compensation only. 

In the light of contentions and counter contentions I 
perused the settled law of Hon’ble Supreme court on the 
point of reinstatement and grant of back wages. Which 
shows that reinstatement is not a necessary consequence 
wherever termination is held illegal. Depending upon the 
facts of each case a suitable compensation can be 
awarded. In Assistant Engineer, Rajasthan Dev. 


Corporation and Anr Vs. Gitam Singh, (2013)11 LLJ 141 
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that reinstatement of 
workman with continuity of service and 25 % back wages 
was not proper in the facts and circumstances of the case 
and the compensation of Rs.50,000/-(Rs. Fifty Thousand 
Only) shall meet the ends of justice. In Jagbir Singh Vs. 
Haryana State Agriculture Marketing Board & Anr AIR 
2009 Supreme Court 3004, Hon'ble Supreme Court held 
thus “the award of reinstatement with full back wages in 
a case where the workman has completed 240 days of 
work in a year preceding the date of termination 
particularly, daily wagers has not been found to be proper 
by this Court and instead compensation has been 
awarded.” In catena of Judgments, Hon’ble Supreme 
Court has taken a view that reinstatement is not 
automatic, merely because the termination is illegal or in 
contravention of S-25-F of the Industrial Dispute Act. In 
Talwara Co-operative credit and service society Limited 
Vs. Sushil Kumar (2008) 9 SCC 486, Hon'ble Supreme 
Court held thus,” grant of relief of reinstatement, it is 
trite, is not automatic. Grant of back wages is also not 
automatic.” 

Thus reference is liable to be decided in favour workman 
and management and claim statement is liable to be 
allowed with direction to management to pay 
compensation to workman. Which is accordingly 
decided. 

So, in the instant case relief of compensation of Rs. 
50,000/- (Rs. Fifty thousand only) is awarded to each 
workman for their illegal termination dated 26.11.2011. 
Management is directed to pay aforesaid compensation to 
workman after period of limitation of available remedy 
against award. 

Ex-parte Award is accordingly passed. 

Dated:-5.10.2015 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 

ftecft, 12 TPR, 2015 

cfJT.31T.2173.—3fTefrPFF ftqFT 3Tf^m, 1947 
(1947 471 14) 4>) SJRT 17 c£ 3FJ7TTT fj cj)^ji| 7TWTT 
cztft tcftwT ?wr yi^e ^flftcr <# qqcrcDi <# yrqrg 
ftii'Mcpi 3Tk tjqcj) cb*k>K <# 3 fafas 

3jkjRi4> ftcng 3 4^Rr TRcpR 3jtsfrPtcp srfeTrq Tcf 

SFT ^TFTTeRT, 4>)cH44dl <# (w) TT. 23 / 2015) 47t 

RcbiRid cPTtft t vjfr 4^#q TR47R <Pt 08.11.2015471 
KM §3TT 5TT I 

[Tf. TeT—40011 / 09 /2015—31T^3 TR('^Fj)] 
tfl. <#. cfnjrfFTTcT, srferft 
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2173. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Reference 
No.23 of 2015) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Kolkata now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
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employers in relation to the management of the Welkin 
Telecom Infra Private Ltd and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 08/11/2015. 

[No. L-40011/09/2015-IRIDU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 23 of 2015 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Welkin Telecom Infra Pvt. Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

Present: JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY, PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

Appearance: On behalf of the : Mr. Tirthankar Ghosh, 
Management District Coordinator of 

the Company. 

On behalf of the : Mr. Partha Mukherjee, 

Workmen Ld. Counsel 

State: West Bengal Industry: Telecommunication. 
Dated: 30th October, 2015. 

AWARD 

By Order No.L-40011/09/2015-IR( DU) dated 
05.05.2015 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
in exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) 
of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of the management of 
M/s Welkin Telecom Infra Pvt. Ltd., contractor of 
M/s Indus Towers Limited is justified by terminating the 
service of Sri Ramkrishna Pal and is it legal and/or 
justified? If not, what relief the workmen are entitled 
to?” 

2. When the case is taken up for hearing today, Ld. 
Counsel appearing for the workman and the authorized 
representative of the management submit that the matter 
has been settled amicably between the parties out of the 
Tribunal and they have filed a joint petition of 
compromise/settlement. They pray for an Award in terms 
of the said joint petition of compromise/settlement. 

3. On careful consideration of the said joint petition 
of compromise/settlement it appears that the terms and 
conditions of the compromise/settlement are fair, 
reasonable and the same are made for the interest of the 
parties. 

4. I accept the said joint petition of 

compromise/settlement and pass an Award in terms of 
the said joint petition of compromise/settlement which do 
form part of this A^fd 1 ®? A. 

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 

Kolkata, 

Dated: 30th October, 2015 

ANNEXURE- A 

Memorandum of Settlement 


(U/s.2(P) read with section 18(3) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947) 

Name of the parties: (1) M/s WelKin Telecom Infra 

Pvt. Ltd. 76/1, Golaghata Road, VIP 
Road, Kolkata- 700 048. 

(2) Paschim Medinipur Zilla 
security & Allied Services Union, 
Mir Bazar Mednipur, Dist- Paschim 
Medinipur. 

Representing the (1) Mr. K. K. Roy Head H.R & 
Company Administration. 

Representing the (1) Sri Manoj Dhar General Secretary 
Union: of the Union. 

(2) Sri Ramkrishna Paul, the 
concerned workman. 

Short Recital of the case: 

Whereas the company under reference is engaged as 
contractor by M/s Indus Tower Ltd. for operation and 
maintenance of Mobile Towers owned by said Indus 
Tower Ltd; situated at Medinipur West District. 

Whereas one contract labour Ramkrishna Paul was 
working under the contractor as named hereinabove and 
he was terminated from service w.e.f. 1st June , 2014 Sri 
Paul was working as Technician in the company. 

Whereas being aggrieved over the termination of service 
the union under reference raised one Industrial Dispute 
which has been referred by Ministry of Labour, Govt, of 
India before the C.G.I.T. and the case has been registered 
bearing reference No. 23 of 2015. 

Whereas during the pendency of Dispute before C.G.I.T. 
Kolkata negotiations were held on the issue pending 
before C.G.I.T. and after protected discussions it is 
agreed between the parties as under. 

1. That the contractor company has agreed and 
accordingly the concerned workman has been 
reinstated in service without any back wages on 
and from 1.9.2015. 

2. That in view of instant agreement the concerned 
workman and the union have no more dispute in 
the issue pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal. 

3. That it has been agreed by and between the 
parties to file the instant memorandum of 
settlement before C.G.I.T. Kolkata with a prayer 
to pass necessary award in terms of this 
settlement with a view to drop the proceeding 
fully and finally since pending dispute does not 
exists further in terms of this settlement. 

In witness hereof, the parties have signed this 
agreement on 15th September, 2015. 

Sd. Illegible Sd. MANOJ DHAR 

Sd. RAMKRISHNA PAL 

For and on behalf of For and on behalf of Union as 
named herein above 

M/s. Welkin Telecom Infra 
Pvt. Ltd. 

WITNESSES:- 

1. Sd. Tirthankar Ghosh. 

2. Sd. Illegible. 
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ANNEXURE- A 
Memorandum of Settlement 

(U/s. 2(P) read with the section 18(3) of Industrial 
disputes Act, 1947) 

Name of the parties : (1) M/s. Welkin Telecom Infra 

Pvt. Ltd. 76/1, Golaghata Road, 
VIP Road, Kolkata-700048. 

(2) Paschim Medinipur Zilla 
Security & Allied Services 
Union, Mir Bazar Mednipur, 
Distt.- Paschim Medinipur. 

Representing the Company : (1) Mr. K. K. Roy Head 
H.R. & Administration. 

Representing the Union : (1) Sri Manoj Dhar General 
Secretary of the Union. 

(2) Sri Ramkrishan Paul, the 
concerned workman. 

Short Recital of the case : 

Whereas the company under reference is engaged 
as contractor by M/s. Indus Tower Ltd. For operation and 
maintenance of Mobile Towers owned by said Indus 
Tower Ltd.; situated at Medinipur West District. 

Whereas one contract labour Ramkrishan Paul was 
working under the contractor as named hereinabove and 
he was terminated from service w.e.f 1 st June, 2014 
Sri Paul was working as Technician in the company. 

Whereas being aggrieved over the termination of 
service the union under reference raised one Industrial 
Dispute which has been referred by Ministry of Labour, 
Govt, of India before the C.G.I.T. and the case has been 
registered bearing reference No. 23 of 2015. 

Whereas during pendency of Dispute before 
C.G.I.T. at Kolkata negotiations were held on the issue 
pending before C.G.I.T. and after protected discussions it 
is agreed between parties as under : 

1. That the contractor company has agreed and 
accordingly the concerned workman has been reinstated 
in service without any backwages on and from 1.9.2015. 

2. That in view of instant agreement the concerned 
workman and the union have no more dispute in the issue 
pending before this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

3. That it has been agreed by and between the 
parties to fill the instant memorandum of settlement 
before C.G.I.T. Kolkata with a prayer to pass necessary 
award in terms of this settlement with a view to drop the 
proceeding fully and finally since pending dispute does 
not exist further in terms of this settlement. 

In witness hereof, the parties have signed this 
agreement on 15th September, 2015. 

Sd/- Sd/- 

Illegible MANOJ DHAR 

Sd/- 

RAMKRISHNA PAL 
For and on behalf of 
Union as named hereinabove 

WITNESSES : 

1. Trithankar Ghosh 
District Co-ordinator. 

15.9.2015 

2. Sd/- (Illegible) 


ftcvfr, 12 TPR, 2015 

cfJT.3TT.21 74. —3TiLl)R'l<b frcTR 3riS[f^EFT 1947 
(1947 cPT 14) 4?1 etm 17 <# 3Tg7UU 3 4^pr 7JWR 
^HHdK T[7STT TRTT <# WEDT <# TPFsf P)4Mcp| 31k 

fra 3Mffirp ffcrrc 3 

Tjrafra TRcfTR sMffrp 3TfeFyur TTcf SPT raFTleR 

cbldcblcTT <# W7 (w) TT. 73 of 2014) TPt JEFT^ET 
Wfr t rar trtfr tft 08.11.20154^ ittet § 3 tt 
sit I 

[TT. TeT—13011 / 03 / 2014—3TT^3TT7(fPj)] 

ft. <#. cppfmrar, srfepTfr 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 
S.O. 2174. —in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Reference 
No.73 of 2014) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Kolkata now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Upright 
Security Service and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 08/11/2015. 

[No. L-13011/03/2014-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Reference No. 73 of 2014 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Upright Security Service 
AND 

Their workmen 

Present: JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY, 

Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the : None. 

Management 

On behalf of the : None 

Workman 

State: West Bengal. 

Dated: 28th October, 2015 

AWARD 

By Order No.L-13011/03/2014-IR(DU) dated 
17.11.2014 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
in exercise of its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) 
of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. Zila 
Sainik Board & M/s. Upright Security Service, contractor 
of Zoological Survey of India in depriving the workmen 
the minimum wages fixed by the Central Govt, is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief the workmen are 
entitled to? Whether the action of management of 
Zoological Survey of India by terminating the contract of 
M/s. Zila Sainik Board resulting unemployment of 
contractual workmen is legal and/or justified? If not, 
what relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

2. When the case is taken up for hearing today, none 
appears on behalf of any of the parties in spite of service 
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of notice. It appears from the record that the union at 
whose instance the present reference case has been 
initiated, never turned up before this Tribunal. 

3. Considering the facts and circumstances it appears 
that the union is not interested to proceed with this case. 
So, no fruitful purpose will be served in keeping the 
matter pending. 

4. In view of the above facts and circumstances, 
present reference is disposed of by passing a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 
Dated, Kolkata, 

The 28th October, 2015. 

■Ts> fteefl, 12 JM, 2015 

cfJT.3IT.2175. —3TiGlR)4> ft4T4 3TfSrPm 1947 
(1947 44 14) 4?1 ETRT 17 4> 3lj4NU| fj TTWR 

4U#4 TTTT TT Wei TNSPT 31^'iiHM Ter 'gftTST'T TR-SIFT 
3rgriHFT 4/^, <^ 1 ^ wrdt 4> Turai ftrjWrTi 
sfu W44> <*>(5 <*>k 4? fUr srgfer f 3fUTlPUP 

f TTWR 3TlG)R)4> srfefTTT «FT 

-4I4M4.2 4> TT4TC (wf TT. 887/2005) 471 

444^1 cl 47Tcfl t 4fT TTWR 47t 08.11.2015 471 

41TT |I3TT aiT I 

[TT. Tel-42011/ 82 /99-3T#3TR (fUj)] 

ft. 4>. fjfmel, %T47 3Tff47Tfl 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2175. —in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D 
No.887/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Central Soil and Water Conservation Research and 
Training Institute Research Centre, Dehradun and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No.L-4201 l/82/99-IR(DU)] 
P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No. 887/2005 

Registered on 12.9.2005 

Workmen of Central Soil and 
Water Conservation, Research 
and Training Institute Research 
Centre, Sector 26, Madhya Marg, 


Chandigarh working at its Research 
Farm, Mansa Devi, Distt. 

Panchkula through their 
Research Farm Worker 
Union, Mansa Devi, 

Distt. Panchkula. ...Petitioners 

Versus 

The Director, Central Soil 
and Water Conservation 
Research and Training 
Institute Research Centre, 

218, Kolagarh Road Dehradun. 

The Officer In charge Central Soil & 

Water Conservation Research & 

Training Institute, Research Centre, 

Sector 26, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman Sh. Ashwani Bakshi Adv. 

For the Management Sh. S.K. Gupta Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 14.10.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. L- 
42011/82/ 99/IR(DU) Dated 10.2.2000, by exercising its 
powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and 
Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as ‘Act') has referred the 
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of Officer In-charge Central Soil & 
Water Conservation Research & Training Institute, 
Research Centre, Chandigarh in denying the under 
mentioned three demands of Research Farm Workers 
Union, Mansa Devi is justified? 

1. Conferment of permanent status upon 25 workers of 
Research Farm Mansa Devi who were granted 
temporary status by management vide letter dated 
February 1st 1995. 

2. Grant of benefit of casual leaves, medical leave and 
minter/summer uniform to temporary status 
workers. 

3. Grant of benefit of compensatory leaves to 
permanent/regular workers w.e.f. 1.1.91 onwards. 

If not to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

In response to the notice, the workman filed statement of 
claim pleading that respondent management conferred 
‘temporary status’ on 25 workmen in pursuance of the 
letter of Government of India dated 10.10.1993. That 
respondent management has not framed any rules 
regulating the condition of service of the workmen and 
the workmen who were granted ‘temporary status’ are 
entitled to be made ‘permanent’. 

The 25 workmen are also eligible for the benefit of 
casual leave, earned leave, national holidays etc. It is 
further alleged that all the workers at Mansa Devi are 
entitled to compensatory leave w.e.f. 1.1.1991. 
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Respondent management filed written reply 
pleading that workmen cannot claim status of permanent 
employee as a matter of right and the same is to be 
conferred as per the Rules and that too depending on the 
post, qualification eligiblity etc. That the workmen are 
being given the benefits of earned leave, compensatory 
leave and national holidays and the letter dated 
10.10.1993 is fully implemented. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead evidence. 

Sh. Munna Lai appeared in the witness box on 
behalf of workmen and filed his affidavit reiterating the 
asseration as made in the statement of claim. 

On the other hand, the management has examined 
Sh. S.S. Chauhan who supported the case of the 
management in its affidavit. 

I have heard Sh. Ashwani Bakshi, counsel for the 
workmen and Sh. S.K. Gupta, counsel for the 
management and also perused the written submissions 
submitted by the parties. 

It was argued that the workmen were conferred 
‘temporary status' in view of letter dated 10.10.1993 of 
the Government of India but they were not made 
permanent and they are entitled for the same. 

Para 4(iv) of the Scheme circulated by letter dated 
10.10.1993 read as follow:- 

“Such casual labourers who acquired temporary 
status will not, however, be brought on to the permanent 
status/establishment unless they are selected through 
regular selection process for group ‘D’ posts.” 

Thus the scheme itself clears that casual labourers who 
are given ‘temporary status’ can only be made permanent 
through the regular selection process and as such the 
employees cannot claim the status of ‘permanance’ 
simply because they were granted ‘temporary status'. 
The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Secretary State of 
Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi reported in AIR 2006 S.C. has 
categorically held that employees who are not appointed 
by observing regular procedure and rules are not entitled 
to regularization of their services. In view of this 
pronouncement of Hon'ble Supreme Court as well the 
rules itself, the workmen cannot seek that they be made 
permanent and therefore they are not entitled to the relief 
of 'permanent status’. 

So far as the other demands are concerned, there is 
nothing on the file that the workmen were denied the 
benefits of casual leave, earned leave, compensatory 
leave etc. and rather the management has specifically 
pleaded that the said benefits are being given to the 
workmen as per letter dated 10.10.1993. Thus the 
workmen are not entitled to any relief in the present 
reference. 

In result, the reference the reference is answered against 
the workmen holding that they are not entitled to any 
relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 


H i ftccft, 12 3M, 2015 

cfJT.3TT.2176.—aMto f44T4 3TiEtf^FT 1947 
(1947 44 14 ) eft sqm 17 <# 3PJTRH 4 4 ^#q HWR 
HRcT 7T4R f^PFT feTft^S 4> 44H7T4 4> TPbsf frqWEpf 
3fk W44> <*>*}<*> K 4? fin 3Epf£T 4 
f44T4 4 efr^ta TR447 3)1 s-llRich 3lf447?H tjcf SPT 
-Mlilldil—2, 4? « (444 TT. 527/2005) 471 

TT4>lf$ld 477cft t 4fl 4^#4 73WR 471 08.11.2015 44 
4TTT f3TT HT I 

[4. Tel-40012/85/2002-3n^3TR (44j)] 

tfl. <#. cpjrfTqTer, %747 3lf444fT 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2176. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D 
No.527/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40012/85/2002-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No. 527/2005 

Registered on 22.8.2005 

Smt. Santro Devi, H.No.706/11 
Bapu Dham Colony, Sector 26, 

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager 
Telecom, Punjab Circle, (BSNL), 

Sector 34, Chandigarh. 

The Principal General Manager, 

Telecom, Telephone Deptt., 

Sector 18A, Chandigarh. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 24.9.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. L- 
40012/85/2002- IR(DU)) Dated 13.9.2002, by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) 
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and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has referred the 
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Telecom in terminating the services of Smt. 

Santro Devi, Ex Part time frash is just and legal? 

If so, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

In response to the notice, the workman appeared 
and submitted statement of claim pleading that she was 
engaged as part time sweeper by the respondent 
management where she worked continuously from 

28.7.1987 to 2.3.1999 for three hours daily. That she is 
entitled to regularization of services as per instructions of 
the department. Instead of doing the needful, her 
services were terminated on 2.3.1999 in violation of the 
provisions of the Act. That she is entitled to be reinstated 
with continuity of service along with back wages. 

Respondent management filed written reply 
admitting that the workman worked with it from 17th 
July, 1987 to 28.2.1995. It is pleaded that the department 
imposed a partial ban on 30.3.1985 and complete ban on 

22.6.1988 for appointment of casual labour and in view 
of the said ban, the workman was working on contract 
basis w.e.f. 1.3.1995. She was not engaged under the 
service rules. That application filed by her before the 
CAT was dismissed vide order dated 28.9.2000. It has 
also been pleaded that the management has not been 
maintaining any service record of contract labour or part 
time labour and the workman was engaged for doing the 
petty jobs on contract basis. She was not entitled to be 
considered for regularization of her services. The 
representation made by her was considered and rejected. 
That the claim be dismissed. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead their 
evidence. 

In support of its case, the workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed her affidavit reiterating the case as 
set out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, management examined Sh. 
Mohinder Pal who filed his affidavit reiterating the stand 
taken by the management in the written statement. 

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the 
workman as well as Sh. Anish Babbar, counsel for the 
management and have also gone through the written 
arguments filed on behalf of the workman. 

It was argued by the learned counsel for the 
workman that termination of services of other co-workers 
were set aside by the Court by passing an award and their 
services were regularized as per the policy framed by the 
department and as such the present workman is also 
entitled to regularization of services. 

It may be added that workman filed OA 
No.968/CH/95 before the Hon’ble CAT seeking 
directions for regularization and grant of temporary status 
to her and the same was dismissed vide order dated 
28.9.2000. She filed a representation before the 
competent authority for regularization of her services and 


the same was also dismissed. It may also be added that 
the question whether the workman is entitled to 
regularization of services is not to be decided in the 
present reference wherein, the only controversy involved 
is whether the termination of the services of the workman 
is legal and valid; and therefore, cases of other co¬ 
workers even if is decided in their favour; have no 
bearing on the present case. 

The workman has pleaded in para 1 of the 
statement of claim that she worked as a part time sweeper 
from 28.7.1987 to 2.3.1999 and this fact was admitted by 
the respondent management in the written statement. 
The management has further pleaded in para 2 of the 
written statement that she worked on contract basis but 
there is no cogent evidence on the file to prove that she 
ever worked on contract basis or through the contractor. 
In view of the admission of the respondent management, 
it is to be concluded that she was part time employee of 
the respondent management and worked as sweeper from 
28.7.1987 to 2.3.1999 and was doing duty as sweeper for 
three hours daily. 

It is not the case of the management that she was 
paid any retrenchment compensation at the time of 
termination of her services. The department imposed a 
ban vide order dated 22.6.1988 for engaging a labour 
directly or through contractor on daily or monthly wages 
and again vide order dated 12.2.1999 placed on the file, 
it was ordered that the Accounts Officer was not 
competent authority to make the payments to such 
workers. The workman worked from 28.7.1987 to 
2.3.1999 continuously and her services were terminated 
in violation of Section 25F of the Act and no 
retrenchment compensation was paid to her. In view of 
the orders of the department vide which ban was imposed 
for engaging casual workers, the reinstatement of the 
workman cannot be ordered. However she is to be given 
compensation for terminating her services illegally. 

No evidence has come on file to prove the salary of 
the workman. In the circumstances, some guess work is 
to be done for awarding compensation. Since she worked 
for a period of about 12 years and her services were only 
for three hours daily as sweeper and considering the 
totality of the circumstances, she is awarded Rs.75,000/- 
as compensation on account of termination of her 
services. 

In result, it is held that termination of the services 
of the workman was not legal and the workman is 
entitled to compensation of Rs.75000/-. The management 
shall pay the awarded amount within three months of the 
publication of the award failing which she will be entitled 
to the interest at the rate of 6 per cent per annum on the 
awarded amount from the date of the award till 
realization. The reference is accordingly answered in 
favour of the workman. Let hard and soft copy of the 
award be sent to the Central Government for further 
necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O. 2177. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
(I.D No. 311/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Telecom Department, Chandigarh and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40012/180/2003-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No.311/2005 
Registered on 22.6.2004 
Smt. Bimla Devi, 

H.No.355, Khuda Lahore, 

PO Mullanpur, UT Chandigarh .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

The Principal General Manager, 

Telecom, Telephone Deptt., 

Sector-18A, Chandigarh. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 24.9.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40012/180/2003 IR (DU)) Dated 25.5.2004, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act') has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Telecom now known as BSNL in terminating the 


services of Smt. Bimla Devi, Ex-Peon w.e.f. 28.2.99 
without any notice and without complying with the 
provisions of the ID Act, 1947 is just and legal? If not 
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and 
from which date?” 

In response to the notice, the workman submitted 
statement of claim pleading that she was engaged as 
Peon on 9.2.1998 through Contractor on daily wage 
basis by the management and she served till 28.2.1999. 
It is pleaded that she was a direct employee of the 
department as the department has overall control and 
supervision on her and the contract was just a 
camouflage. That her services were terminated without 
paying her retrenchment compensation and even the 
persons junior to her were retained in service. That she 
is also eligible for a temporary status of workman as per 
scheme known as Casual Labourers (Grant of 
Temporary Status and Regularization) Scheme, 1999. 
That she filed OA 672/CH/99 before the Central 
Administrative Tribunal who directed the department to 
consider her case vide order dated 18.10.2001. That she 
is entitled to be reinstated in service with continuity of 
service with back wages. 

Respondent-management filed written reply 
controverting the averments and pleaded that the 
workman was never engaged by the management. That a 
contract agreement was entered into with the contractor 
for the supply of labour who used to send certain number 
of labourers to the department. It is also denied that the 
workman has completed 240 days of service 
continuously. Since the workman is not an employee of 
the department, she was not entitled to temporary status 
as per the scheme of the department. That she is not 
entitled to any relief. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead their 
evidence. 

In support of her case workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed her affidavit reiterating the case as 
set in the claim petition. 

On the other hand respondent management as 
examined Sh. Jatinder Mahajan, who filed his affidavit 
reiterating the case of the management. 

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the 
workman and Sh. Anish Babbar for the management and 
have perused the written arguments filed on behalf of 
workman. 

A contention was raised that workman was actually 
an employee of the management and the contractor was 
introduced just to circumvent the provisions of law and in 
fact, the management has the control and supervision on 
the workman, and as such the workman is an employee 
of the management and her services have been terminated 
without payment of any retrenchment compensation and 
she is entitled to be reinstated in service with back wages. 

The definite case of the respondent management is 
that it has given a contract to the contractor to supply 
labour and the workman was never engaged by it. The 
workman while appearing in the witness box has 
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admitted during cross-examination that she was paid 
wages by the contractor and she was not paid wages for 
the off days. She has further stated that the labour 
engaged through the contractor was disengaged when the 
contract was over. She has not produced any 
appointment letter issued by the management nor there is 
any other evidence on the file to suggest that she was 
actually working under the control and supervision of the 
management except her own statement. Since she was 
paid wages by the contractor and was not paid anything 
during the off days, it cannot be said that she was an 
employee of the management and in the circumstances, it 
cannot be said that contract given to the contractor for 
supply of labour was entered into just to circumvent the 
provisions of the Act and the workman is actually an 
employee of the management. 

The workman and others filed OA No.672/CH/99 
before the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chandigarh 
which was decided on 18.10.2001 and direction to was 
issued to consider the case of the applicants for the grant 
of temporary status. The department passed a detailed 
order holding that the applicants were not directly 
engaged or appointed by the department and actually they 
were the workers of the contractor vide order dated 
17.12.2002 

Thus the worker has already agitated the matter 
claiming herself to be an employee of the management 
and her claim was not found to be genuine as in the 
present case she has not proved to be the employee of the 
management. 

The workman has failed to prove that she is an 
employee of the management and it cannot be said that 
her services were terminated by the respondent 
management and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. The reference is accordingly answered against the 
workman. Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to 
the Central Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
Hlf fteefl, 12 3M, 2015 
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Tft. 4>. 'Epjffnira, 3TfeTTf[ 
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2178. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
303/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Chandigarh now as 


shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40012/146/2003-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No.303/2005 

Registered on 11.8.2005 

Sh. Jarnail Singh, 

H.No.1689, Sector 29B, 

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Principal General Manager, 

Telecom (Bharat Sanchar 
Nigam Limited), Sector 18A, 

Chandigarh. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv 

AWARD 

Passed on 24.9.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40012/146/2003 IR (DU)) Dated 19.4.2004, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Telecom now known as BSNL in terminating the services 
of Sh. Jarnail Singh, Ex-Peon w.e.f. 28.2.99 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to and from which date?” 

In response to the notice, the workman appeared 
and submitted statement of claim pleading that he was 
engaged as Peon on 1.1.1997 through the contractor on 
daily wage basis by the management. His services were 
illegally terminated on 28.2.1999. That the contractor 
was introduced only as a subterfuge to circumvent the 
provisions of law and otherwise, he was working under 
the supervision of the management. He was a direct 
employee of the management. That his services were 
terminated without paying him compensation and the 
persons junior to him were retained in service. He was 
also not given the temporary status of a casual labourer. 
That termination of his services is illegal. 
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Respondent management filed written reply 
controverting the averments and pleaded that a contract 
was given for the supply of labour and it was the 
contractor who used to send the labour and the workman 
is not a employee of the department. That he filed OA 
No.672/CH/99 before the Hon’ble CAT, Chandigarh 
which was decided on 18.10.2001 and the department 
was directed to consider his case for a temporary status 
of a casual labourer. That his claim was considered and 
he was not found to be an employee of the management. 
He also failed to prove his case before the Hon'ble High 
Court of Delhi in CWP No.4511 of 2001 and decided on 
30.10.2001. Since he is not an employee of the 
respondent management, he is not entitled to claim any 
relief. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead their 
evidence. 

In support of his case, workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed his affidavit reiterating his case as 
set out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand management has examined Sh. 
S.R. Kataria, who filed his affidavit reiterating the case of 
the respondent management. 

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the 
workman and Sh. Anish Babbar, counsel for the 
management and have perused the written arguments 
filed on behalf of workman. 

It was argued by the learned counsel that the 
workman was an employee of the respondent 
management and the contractor has been introduced just 
to avoid the provisions of the Act and since his services 
were terminated in violations of the Act, he is entitled to 
be reinstated in service. 

I have considered the contention of the learned 
counsel. 

It is the case of the workman himself that he was 
engaged through the contractor. He has stated during 
cross-examination that he was paid wages by the 
contractor and he was not paid wages for the off days. 
He has further stated that the labour engaged by the 
contractor was disengaged after the contract was over. 
Thus, he was paid by the contractor and was not paid 
anything for the off days and his services came to an end 
when the contract was over and in the circumstances, he 
cannot claim himself to be an employee of the respondent 
management. There is nothing on the file to suggest that 
he was appointed by complying with the rules and 
regulations of the department dealing with the 
appointment of workers and in the absence of this, it 
cannot be said that he was ever engaged by the 
department. 

It may be added that he filed OA No.672/CH/99 
which was decided on 18.10.2001 asking the department 
to consider his case for grant of temporary status. The 
department passed a detailed order dated 17.1.2002 
holding that he was not engaged by the department and as 
such he is not entitled to any relief. The fact that he was 


ever engaged by the department is also not proved on the 
file now also. 

In the circumstances it cannot be said that he was 
entitled to any retrenchment compensation or the 
department was to comply with the other provisions of 
the Act as his services, if any, were not terminated by the 
respondent management. The reference is answered 
accordingly and it is held that workman is not entitled to 
any relief. Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to 
the Central Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2179. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
304/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Telecom Department, Chandigarh and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40012/178/2003-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No.304/2005 

Registered on 11.8.2005 

Smt. Anju Bala, 

H.No.ll33-B, 

Sector 41-B. AG Colony, 

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner 


Versus 

The Principal General Manager, 

Telecom, Telephone Deptt., 

Sector 18A, 'Chandigarh. ...Respondents 
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APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 24.9.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40012/178/2003 IR (DU) Dated 25.5.2004, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Telecom now known as BSNL in terminating the services 
of Smt. Anju Bala, Ex-Typist w.e.f. 28.2.99 without any 
notice and without complying with the provisions of the 
ID Act, 1947 is just and legal? If not to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

In response to the notice, the workman appeared 
and submitted statement of claim pleading that she was 
engaged as Typist on 1.5.1997 through the contractor on 
daily wage basis by the management. Her services were 
illegally terminated on 28.2.1999. That the contractor 
was introduced only as a subterfuge to circumvent the 
provisions of law and otherwise, she was working under 
the supervision of the management. She was a direct 
employee of the management. That her services were 
terminated without paying her compensation and the 
persons junior to her were retained in service. She was 
also not given the temporary status of a casual labourer. 
That termination of her services is illegal. 

Respondent management filed written reply 
controverting the averments and pleaded that a contract 
was given for the supply of labour and it was the 
contractor who used to send the labour and the workman 
is not a employee of the department. That she filed OA 
No.672/CH/99 before the Hon’ble CAT, Chandigarh 
which was decided on 18.10.2001 and the department 
was to consider her case for a temporary status of a 
casual labourer. That her claim was considered and she 
was not found to be an employee of the management. 
She also failed to prove her case before the Hon’ble High 
Court of Delhi in CWP No.4511 of 2001 and decided on 
30.10.2001. Since she is not an employee of the 
respondent management, she is not entitled to claim any 
relief. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead their 
evidence. 

In support of her case, workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed her affidavit reiterating her case as 
set out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand management has examined Sh. 
Jitender Mahajan. who filed his affidavit reiterating the 
case of the respondent management. 

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the 
workman and Sh. Anish Babbar, counsel for the 
management and have perused the written arguments 
filed on behalf of workman. 


It was argued by the learned counsel that the 
workman was an employee of the respondent 
management and the contractor has been introduced just 
to avoid the provisions of the Act and since her services 
were terminated in violations of the Act, she is not 
entitled to be reinstated in service. 

I have considered the contention of the learned 
counsel. 

It is the case of the workman herself that she was 
engaged through the contractor. She has stated during 
cross-examination that she was paid wages by the 
contractor and she was not paid wages for the off days. 
She has further stated that the labour engaged by the 
contractor was disengaged after the contract was over. 
Thus she was paid by the contractor and was not paid 
anything for the off days and her services came to an end 
when the contract was over and in the circumstances, she 
cannot claim herself to be an employee of the respondent 
management. There is nothing on the file to suggest that 
she was appointed by complying with the rules and 
regulations of the department dealing with the 
appointment of workers and in the absence of this, it 
cannot be said that she was ever engaged by the 
department. 

It may be added that she filed OA No.672/CH/99 
which was decided on 18.10.2001 asking the department 
to consider her case for grant of temporary status. The 
department passed a detailed order dated 17.1.2002 
holding that she was not engaged by the department and 
as such she is not entitled to any relief. The fact that she 
was ever engaged by the department is also not proved on 
the file now also. In the circumstances it cannot be said 
that she was entitled to any retrenchment compensation 
or the department was to comply with the other 
provisions of the Act as her services, if any, were not 
terminated by the respondent management. In the 
circumstances, the reference is answered accordingly and 
it is held that workman is not entitled to any relief. Let 
hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the Central 
Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2180. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
323/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
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the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No. L-4001 l/60/2013-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No.323/2013 

Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Arnar Singh, 

S/o Sh. Bhule Ram, 

Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, 

Mercantile Employees Association, 

530, Near Prern Public School, 

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

BSNL, Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Workman : Ex parte. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 28-10-2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40011/ 60/2013 IR (DU) Dated 5.2.2014, by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) 
and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has referred the 
following Industrial Dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad, Haryana in 
terminating the services of Sh. Amar Singh S/o Sh. Bhule 
Ram Ex-Guard w.e.f. 1.9.2002 is legal and justified? To 
what relief the workman is entitled to and what date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against ex-parte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against ex-parte, 
no statement of claim has been filed. 

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the 
workman and therefore the reference is answered as 'no 
claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 
S.O.2181. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
324/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40011/62/2013-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No. 324/2013 

Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Yad Ram, S/o Sh. Layak Ram, 

Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, 

Mercantile Employees Association, 

530, Near Prem Public School, 

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

IBSNL, Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman : Exparte. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 
Passed on 28.10.14 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40011/62/2013 IR (DU) Dated 5.2.2014, by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) 
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and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has referred the 
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in 
terminating the services of Sh. Yad Ram S/o Sh. Layak 
Ram Ex-Guard w.e.f. 61.9.2009 is legal and justified? 
To what relief the workman is entitled to and what 
date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against ex parte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte, 
no statement of claim has been filed. 

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the 
workman and therefore the reference is answered as ‘no 
claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
f^Wfl, 12 HcfRR, 2015 

cbT.3TT.2182.— 311 GlRl R> ftETR 3TRrRRET 1947 (1947 
44 14) R?f ETRT 17 R> STJTRH 3 4)^ji| TRR7R HR7T 
7TRR f^FET [elfai-d, 9> £141414 R) EEHTTR R) TTRsf 

Pi i]"j vri cDj 31k wrr) re£rtr r> #r srjgfer if 

3|) /) R) R> frETR 3 Rk#R TEEFR 3MRlE> StREFEE RE 

SET -ill 41 el 4-2, E#TR E> TT. 325/2013) 

wr RcbiRid Wfr €, wr 4)^4 ttwr eR os.i 1.2015 

Wl ERT §311 SR | 

[TT. ReT-4001l/68/2013-3TT^3TN (#3j)] 
tfl. E>. cpgrfttRcT, srfSlRRfr 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 
S.O.2182. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
325/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40011/68/2013-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 


Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Ishwar Singh, S/o Sh. Kanhaiya Lai, 

Ex-Peon, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, 

Mercantile Employees Association, 

530, Near Prem Public School, 

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

BSNL, Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Workman : Exparte. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 28.10.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40011/68/2013 IR (DU) Dated 5.2.2014, by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) 
and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has referred the 
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in 
terminating the services of Sh. Ishwar Singh, S/o Sh. 
Kanhaiya Lai, Ex-Peon, w.e.f. 9.6.2012 is legal and 
justified? To what relief the workman is entitled to and 
what date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against exparte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against exparte, 
no statement of claim has been filed. 

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the 
workman and therefore the reference is answered as no 
claim reference and the workmans not entitled to any 
relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
fteeft, 12 TW, 2015 

EE.3TT.2183.—3ft Lll R) E> ftETE 3lRrRpET, 1947 

(1947 EE 14 ) cf?f ertt 17 cR SEJTTEE 3 Rk^q THREE 
HRcT TTRK RFET 9> £141414 <# ERERTR <# TTE«[ 

R)4MR>) 3fk WRR> <*>*k>l£i <# 3EJEH R 

3TlGlRlE> f^ETE 3 EFRRt THREE 3MRRF 3TRrEHH TJcf 
SET '■Rl 41 el 4—2, E> TIE (TIER TT. 326/2013) 

R71 EEeRtH EHcfl t, Ell R-sRe THEET RT1 08.11.2015 
eR RETT §3TT SIT I 

[TT. Rel—40011/67/2013—3TT^3TTT (#7j)] 

tfr. e>. cpjrfrqT^r, £rr sriWifr 


Case No. I.D. No. 325/2013 
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New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 
S.O.2183. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
326/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40011/67/2013-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No. 326/2013 

Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Shiv Kumar, S/o Sh. Amilala, 

Ex-Peon, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, Mercantile Employees Association, 

530, Near Prem Public School, 

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

IBSNL. Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Workman : Ex parte. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 28.10.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40011/67/2013 IR(DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub Section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub Section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in 
terminating the services of Sh. Rampal S/o Sh. Ratan 
Singh Ex-Lineman w.e.f. 9.6.2012 is legal and justified? 
To what relief the workman is entitled to and what date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against ex parte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte, 
no statement of claim has been filed. 


Since statement of claim has not been filed by the 
workman and therefore the reference is answered as ‘no 
claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 
fteefl, 12 HcfRR, 2015 

cFT.3TT.2184.—aMfjRb fere 1947 

(1947 cpi 14 ) cf>) EJT7T 17 4> SFJTTRT f EWR 

HRcT TraR f^PFT £141414 <# MERRI yppg- 

RifMcbl 3TR 73H7FT Tpfer# <# fra f 

3TI LIj Pi <t> ffrrra f 3TI LIj Rl <t> 3TfefRR tjcf 

set ^rrarara-2 , tt. 329/2013) 

TFT TTcpiftrcl 4Rcfl t, 4ft EWR 471 08.11.2015 

cpt RTRT |T3TT HT I 

[7L Vel-40011/61/2013-3TT^3TR 

fr. <#. cfnjrfmrar, srfedfr 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 
S.O.2184. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
329/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 

Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40011/61/2013-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No. 329/2013 

Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Hans Raj, S/o ShHari Ram Chandila, 

Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, 

Mercantile Employees Association, 

530, Near Prem Public School, 

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General manager, 

IBSNL, Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent 
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APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Ex parte. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 28.10.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-40011/61/2013 IR (DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-sction (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act') has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana 
in terminating the services of Sh. Hans Raj S/o Sh. Hari 
Ram Chandila, Ex-Guard w.e.f. 1.9.2012 is legal and 
justified? To what relief the workman is entitled to and 
what date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against exparte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against 
exparte, no statement of claim has been filed. 

Since statement of claim has not been filed by 
the workman and therefore the reference is answered as 
‘no claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to 
any relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
f^WfT, 12 HcfRR, 2015 

TT.31T.2185.—3i1 til Pi Rrrm srPiPm, 1947 

(1947 TFT 14) STITT 17 t£ 3FJTITH 3 c|)R)i| TTTTFTT 
HR?! TEIIT pFFT felPR^, £141414 7f> WITTF t£ yppg 

Piii'jvri chi' afR wtttI cb^cbN'f fur argsfer 3 PiR«? 

3MP|cb RtTT 4 3 4>R)i| TTTTFTT 3MPl4> 3TpFF7U Tcf 
SFT 'TTFTTeFT—2, 7T#TS t£ WF (TTctf TT. 327/2013) 
TFT TFFTftlcT WD t, Wl 4>R)i| TTTTFTT tR 08.11.2015 
TFT 5W |T3TT HI I 

[TT. WT-40011/63/ 2013-3TT^3TTT (#7j)] 
tft. A cRjrfrw, £R<f TfPpFlft 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2185. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
327/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No.L-40011/63/2013-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No. 327/2013 

Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Sant Ram, S/o Sh. Kalua, 

Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, 

Mercantile Employees Association, .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

BSNL. Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Workman Ex parte. 

For the Management Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 28.10.2014 

Central Government vide Notification 
No. L-40011/63/2013 (IR(DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act') has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunak- 

"Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in 
terminating the services of Sh. Sant Ram S/o Sh. Kalua 
Ex-Guard w.e.f. 1.9.2009 is legal and justified? To what 
relief the workman is entitled to and what date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against exparte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte, 
no statement of claim has been filed. 

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the 
workman and therefore the reference is answered as no 
claim reference and the workmans not entitled to any 
relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 
ftWrl, 12 HcfRR, 2015 

7FT.3TT.2186.—3ft Gl Pi <h Rrim 3Tp|Pm, 1947 
(1947 TFT 14) EIM 17 7^ 3FJ7TTT 3 4>RP TTTTFTT 
trct Tranr Rm RiPR^, 4>£)4i4i4 <# wrtf $ Tran 
RifMcbj sir TFtferrr <# ftra 3upsT % PRte 
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aWlte f44T4 4 <4^ 4 313443 3Mte 3T14473H 4 ) 

43 -MI4M4-2, 4#4£ 4> W (34l4 4. 330/2013) 

44 ycbiRid Wfr t, 4 fr ci>-sTlAi 373443 44 08.11.2015 

44 4471 §34 24 I 

[33. 7/7—40011/53/2013—3TT^3TT3 (44j)] 

4r. "4. cpj4)4Tc 3, srtoTfr 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 
S.O.2186. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
330/2013) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40011/53/2013-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No. 330/2013 

Registered on 18.2.2014 

Sh. Shiv Kumar, S/o Sh. Amilala, 

Ex-Peon, C/o Sh. Hoob Lai Yadav, 

Gen. Secretary, Mercantile Employees Association, 

530, Near Prem Public School, 

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General manager, 

BSNL, Telephone Exchange, 

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : Ex parte. 

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 28.10.2014 

Central Government vide Notification 
No. L-40011/53/2013 (IR(DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub Section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub Section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:- 


"Whether the action of the management of 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in 
terminating the services of Sh. Shiv Kumar S/o Sh. 
Amilala Ex-Peon w.e.f. 6.4.2012 is legal and justified? 
To what relief the workman is entitled to and what date?” 

Notice was given to the workman who did not 
appear and was proceeded against ex parte vide order 
dated 28.5.2014. 

Since the workman was proceeded against ex 
parte, no statement of claim has been filed. 

Since statement of claim has not been filed by 
the workman and therefore the reference is answered as 
‘no claim' reference and the workman is not entitled to 
any relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN. Presiding Officer 
4 i 12 44*43, 2015 

44.34.2187.-3fiLl)Pl4> f44T4 3lf4f444, 1947 

(1947 44 14) 44 HUT 17 <# 3FJ333H 4 4^q 333443 
4337T 7T433 4BFT f4lf4£s, <# 4447T4 <# 37434 14413444 
3113 444) 44)4431 <# #4 3rg4H 4 3M4T47 

f44T4 4 333443 3llLlTR)4) srtoNH 44 *34 

'434344—2, 4#4^ <# W (3344 4. 1017/2005) 44 
H <PlRld 03dl 4, 44 444)4 333443 44 08.11.2015 
44 443T §34 23T I 

[33. 477-40012/232/2003-34^343 (44j)] 

4l. 4). 34344477, %74 srtoTfl 

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015 

S.O.2187. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
1017/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
08.11.2015. 

[No. L-40012/232/2003-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No.1017/2005 

Registered on 17.9.2005 

Sh. Gopal Singh, 

C/o S/o Sh. DrR. Sharma/ 

M.M. Vats, 1646 Sector 7C, 

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner 


Versus 
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1. The Divisional Engineer, 

Telecom Project, BSNL Kataula Road, 

Near Radha Swamy Satsangh Bhawan, 

Mandi. 

2. The Chairman and 
Managing Director, 

BSNL, Sanchar Bhawan, 

New Delhi. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : Sh. Kailash Sharma Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjiv Sharma Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 19.9.2014 

Central Government vide Notification No. L- 
40012/232/2003 IR (DU) Dated 21.6.2004, by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) 
and sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter referred to as 'Act') has referred the 
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Divisional Engineer, Telecom Project, Mandi in 
terminating the services of Sh. Gopal Singh, Ex-Driver 
w.e.f. 20.8.2003 even non-complying with the provisions 
of the ID Act, 1947 is just and legal? If not, so what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 

In response to the notice, the workman appeared 
and filed statement of claim pleading that he joined with 
the respondent as Driver on casual basis on 24th July, 
2002 and he worked there till 20.8.2003 when his 
services were terminated orally. He has challenged the 
termination on the ground that he was not charge-sheeted 
and no opportunity of personal hearing was given. That 
his services were terminated in violation of the rules of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. That Sh. Kishori Lai and Raj 
Kumar were appointed as fresh Labourers in his place 
showing that work was available with the management 
and he was not asked to join the duty. Thus the 
termination is illegal. 

Respondent management filed reply pleading that 
the workman was engaged as and when required on daily 
wage basis and he did not complete 240 days of service. 
Since he was appointed on daily wage basis, there was no 
requirement to comply with the provisions of the Act. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead their 
evidence. 

In support of its case the workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed his affidavit reiterating the case set 
out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand the management has examined 
Sh. R.K. Kalia who filed his affidavit reiterating the stand 
as taken by the management in the written statement. He 
has also placed on record vouchers Exhibit Al. He has 
also placed on record ACC-7 Form Exhibit R2 and copy 
of the Logbook Exhibit R3. 


I have heard Sh. Kailash Sharma, counsel for the 
workman and Sh. Sanjiv Sharma, counsel for the 
management. 

It was argued by the learned counsel for the 
workman that as per statement of the management 
witness and as per Logbook Exhibit R3, the workman 
worked for 221 days which did not include the Sundays 
and Gazetted holidays and as such it can be safely said 
that workman continuously worked for more than 240 
days, and the termination of his services without payment 
of retrenchment compensation are illegal and the 
workman be paid compensation. 

I have considered the contention of the learned 
counsel. 

The workman has stated during cross-examination 
that he was not given any appointment letter and no 
termination order terminating his services was given to 
him. Being so, it cannot be said that he was appointed on 
regular basis. It is the definite case of the management 
that the workman was engaged as and when required and 
he worked intermittently. The photocopy of the logbook 
Exhibit R3 on which the learned counsel for the 
workman also rely, show that workman did not work 
continuously from 24.7.2002 to 20.8.2003. A perusal of 
the logbook shows that he did not work from 11.8.2000 
to 22.8.2000, 7.9.2002 to 8.9.2002 and 29.9.2002 to 
4.10.2002. Again there was a break in the service from 
15.10.2002 to 18.10.2002 and again from 1.11.2002 to 
11.11.2002; and from 12.12.2002 to 3.1.2003. Similarly, 
there are also other days when he did not work for the 
department. 

Thus the logbook clinches the issue showing that 
he was engaged as and when required and similarly the 
vouchers placed on the file which are Exhibit R2 shows 
that he was paid for the actual days he worked. These 
documents clearly prove the case of the respondent 
management that workman did not work continuously for 
the department and he did not complete continuous 
service for one year to attract the provisions of Section 
25F of the Act. Since he was employed on need basis, he 
cannot claim the benefit of the other provisions of the 
Act. 

In result, it can be safely held that the action of the 
management in terminating the service of the workman is 
just and legal and he is not entitled to any relief. The 
reference is accordingly answered against the workman. 
Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the Central 
Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
fctecfl, 13 JM, 2015 

cfjT.31T.2188.—3M H) R) <b ftqpT 3lRrRm, 1947 (1947 
cf>T 14) 7f?T EJRT 17 T> 3EJ7TTT R HWR 

tefETTE, TJTTETN f^TFT, $ JRTHcDf tR tRps[ 

PlillvrlcDj 3fk 4>4cbKl tR fEl 3EpRl if 

3jjGiRl4> ftnTT R nRRRr ttwr aMrfiRn arterm 

W]/ $ (w) TT. 06/91) nR M<T>|[§|cl Wfl t, 

t/r ttwr nR io.ii. 2015 n/r w §3n hti 

[TT. 3RT-40012/88/ 90-3T1^3TR (^Rj)] 
Rr. n). (lujqjqiei, Rw srRnmfr 
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New Delhi, the 13th November, 2015 

S.O. 2188 . —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 06/91) 
of the Industrial Tribunal, now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of the Telegraph, Telecom 
Department, Bhilwara and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 10.11.2015. 

[No. L-40012/88/90-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

SPJefET 

sfteTTfitcp 4RPJ7 

fan ft. 7ft.3nfa.ftt. 06/1991 

4T7cT 7174R, m Hfalelil, dfa f#eeft 44 31T#n 
419T41: 7^4-40012/88/90-1.R.(D.U.) dfa ffaeftt, 

(#414) 24.01.1991 

47T74R1 44 fat T5414M, 

(faciifal Tftfan HH^I, 

f#Ten—ftlcHdlFI (7T75R-eTT4) -4T#f 

44T4 

714 feRlwHd 3TTffa7R 

ftcfmmin fateMi^i 

(ftcft449 f%4lftfan) ftteTTTTFT 

(tttrstft) 

tfdRylcT : 

'ftci'fth 3lf£icr>i'51: fat fagR eTTel 9 , 911 , 

3TR.1Tcr.vjf.1ITT. 


4T#t 4# 3117 # : 
3T4T#f 4# 3TR # 
(#414) : 21.8.2015 


fat <t>M Rl 6 , 
fat 4F4T94T TTT^ 


3 l 1 ?lPl #4 


1. 4T7cT 7174R fa RT Hdldd fat 3TTFTT 414T91 
TcT—40012 /88/90 I.R.(U.D.) M ffaefat, # pF4 
3)^4) 99 f#4T4 ATfeTf^Rf^T facj ?TT 3Tf#91774 9# (#414) 
28.01.1991 9# FTT 3TRT4 99 TTAT ^3TT fa ffa-Whether 
the action of the management of Telecom Deptt. in 
terminating the services of shri Chatra Nath, S/o Shri 
Ruga Nath, Labourer w.e.f. 01.08.1983 is justified? If 
not, what relief is the workman concerned entitled to? 


2. 4WT 475f ffadT iRTT 3Tl7 4T#t nf#9! 47T74R1 
fat 3T17 # (#414) 06.04.1991 9# Tftfate 3TPT7 9el4 ?TT 
3TRT4 99 47eJcT ffadT ffa 3T4Tsft ffa#l9cn gTTT 737T9# 79 # 
444 (#414) 01.04.1982 cpt [faijffal 44T4 9#, 94 # 
eHlldK (#414) 01.08.1983 491 4F 3T9T#f ffa#l75T9l fa 


4FT 99#7cT TFT t, 3#7 73# (#414) 01.08.1983 fa 4T4 # 
fat (fa#M4) fa TfcTT # f#4T 9ftfa WRT WJ H4HI# 
7T#fa # TtdT# TPTTRT fat dfa I ?n cRF # 7371# f#4T9l 
01.04.1982 # 01.08.1983 991 3T9T#f ffa#l75T97 fa 

3T#t47n f#74R Pi 4) fa cl 7F9R Rjftt #t I 319: 73# 
3TIFl'jRlcb f#9T4 3Tf#ffa99, 1947 fat 9RT 25(b) 99 
7RSR1 TRT t, 3#7 737lfa gTTT P<kd 917# fa 4T475J4 
iff #4T vHHlfal 99 3T4Tsft fa 9## 99779 4# 49T4T, 3#7 
13^ TfcTT vHHlfal 4 jT F 711 471# TJcRT #T, STfT F #1 T47 
916 44 3Tp9 clcld Rdl I FTT cRF TT SPTTsfl P4|vj14j # 
3MPT47 f#4T4 3lPrPm, 1947 7^1 ETTTT 25(f) 4?1 TR34T 
f%1[ f#4T IRT^j TPTPcT 4?1 t, 3ffT RTsfl 1 # 47p^ 

^#14# 4# Piifad 44FT f%4T t, fat srPTfaTR fat ETRT 
25(g) 44 1374444 t, 3TfT RTsff fat TT4T TIHlfal fa 4T4 

cilfalfa 4 # fa PrfafaR fa T74T t| RTfaf 4# ^4: 
PfalviH fat 4fa# Tj44T 4#t fall FTT cRF fa 3TtfaPm 
fat 4TTT 25(h) 44 3mfat fa 134444 ffa4T t, 3TfT 314T fa 
4Tfa4T fat t ffa 3T4Tsfi Pfadcb gRT TTTfat fa fadT 
TJ4474R4 3nfa?T 4fa ffaftlffaw 4 3T4ifa4 falffacT ffadT 
4TT4R I3fa 44 fat pR4Rc4 44lfa ^1? TRRcT fa?T4 4 3E4 
MlRuilPcb c4l4 ffaeTR Rlfa I 

3. 3T4Tfal Ppfal447 4RT Tfadfad 3441 4#4 44 
ffa4T47 14.06.1991 4# 4T4T4 4T^4 4R 4144 ffadT t ffa 
4Tfaf fat 3rfaeT, 1982 fa 44# 4T TT4T, STfT l3Trfa 7^4, 
1982 441 3T4T2fi fa 461 76 ffaT 7141 44# ffadl, 3TTT 4F 
1J41# 4 3FR7T, 1982 441 44# 4T 4#t 3TT4T I ffacPdT, 
1982 fa 44# 47 3TT4T, 13TT 444 ffaTPT fa ffa#4 44# 4eT 
7# #, FTT 4444 I3fa ffa#4 44# 47 7391 3TR 7371# 40 
f#4 44# ffaldT, faffad 41E47, 1982 fa 3T44ffa>I4 Ft 44T, 
3Tf7 f#7P47, 1982 fa ffar 444 R effeT, 3ff7 4#, 1983 
fa 146 f#4 44# ffadT, ffaT 7?|4, 1983 fa 3T44ffal4 Ft 
44T, 3Tf7 TgcTI#, 1983 fa 44# 47 ell Cl, 3#7 fadel 4T4 

24 f#4 44# ffadTI 737rfa 4T4 f#4T 4## 7J44T f#4 
3i^mR-sIcT 7F 44T I F^T cRF fa Slffa47 44 4F 4144 ffa 
734# f#4T4l 01.04.1982 fa 01.08.1983 441 eFTTTTR 
3T4T#t ffa#RT4l fa 4Ff 44# ffadT, 4elcT 3Tf7 f#714R 11 
ffadPT fa faffa ffa#4 44# 4eT 7# fa, FTlfcTT 4f#4l 4# 
3TT47ffaT47 475f^fa fa feR 774T 44T 4T, faffald 4f#4l 
3T4#t 47fa fa 44# fatF4R 44T I (fa#M4> fa ffaffacT fa 
4f#4l 4# fa41 7T4Tf#T 44 4## 3TTft?T 4#t (#41 I 4f#4l 
7514 fat 44# 417# fa feR ell Cl, 73# f#4T4 gRT 44# 47 
ffa#4 44# 4eT# fa 4474 774T 44T I 3T47 f#4FT gRT 
4f#4l 4# Rl44ell 44T Ftcfl eft 7371 7f41—fat 4TF fa 
737RT4T fat 4T471 44# R 4#t TTsTT 75TRTT I FTT RF fa 
4f#47 fa elUlclK ffa#l75T4l fa 461 44# 41# (fa>4l I FTT 
4474 3lf#ffa44 fat 4RT 25 (b) fa 4T44T4 elT^ 4#t FI# 
tl 3TcT: ffa#r75T4l gTTT 4T#t fat 744# 714T7cT ffag TJnfa 
44 444 fat 4#t t, 3Tf7 fafat ffalfcT fa 3Tf#f#44 fal tIRT 

25 (f) fa 4T44T4 fat eTP£ dfat Ft# 11 4T#t 4# 
3114) Rd 4> 4f#4l fa 754 fa ffafafRT fa 774TI 7371 TRfcT 
ffa#4 44# 4eT 7# fa, 3Tf7 4F 744 44# fat# 71 fatFtpT 
4eTT 3TT4T t, 3#7 TIFI fat 4F fat ffa#44 ffal4T t ffa 
4Tfat fa TgeTT i, 1983 fa 7TRT THel 4T4 (#914) 06.08.1990 
4# TJcfl 44 feR4T, 4F 7TRT 4lei 441 44T 41741 TFT I 3TcT: 
4F 41# 41FT 75n 714441 ffa 4F ##75147 TFT t, 3Tf7 3T4T 
fa 7#cftc STfiT 4#4 74Tf#4 417# 4# TlfadT fat fa I 
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4. Veil'd stee R#n f TEfen f nfef f rrr fe 
RlfflcE ETSR feTf/ER 4Rc|lt t TTRT neR#TR ETSR f 
nfe E^-1 eFTTRTT JET?if ?^-4 STdlfeld TEfe? 
RERT/ I SEnfe Plil^vrlcD fe STR tf 4lRs|cb RTSR f 
fe. ?. 1 feftR TRTfe fe feffeE nTSR feTf/ER WIT^ 

t I 

5. RRR nSTcEKH fe R?TT ifRRE ?TT srffRRUT 
RRT ffel'cE 29.05.1993 fe srff [fei| inffe f%^TT, ffEEt 
fesfe ttRE Simfe ffetnEE RET i/E. ft. RlRd ffe 
faffed RRR 2653/1991 nffetR TERRm RT^r 
-Mlilldil f R?T TRTJTT fe, ffREET RETfeE RER-Em 

ettetcTR ret ffnicE 09.07.2013 f snfe ret 
[ femRcl REeT f/ ?TT srffREUT RRT TtRcI srftlffeil 
[fdfcE 29.05.1993 ft ffETT RE RETeR ?TT STfSlffeui fe 

?n fffe f mar u Ri Cl Rid ffen t ff err ftfe t 
srffftEn -% mREnnt ft rtte/jibe gn rseert ft 
ignRE fe^ffeE inffer crt 1 

6. fetR> f ffRTR nffftff RR Tff t ff srffffEn 
ft RET 25 (b) f nTEETnT f 3EJTTE fe/E RET TETfe 
nfet Et fem gf i/E f fe-sE Rif f 240 ffe f ST^EE 
R7t4 ffen t | ?7T ffe f 3Tmfe (fefecE RET fe/E 
ft nRET RET nfe iSEEg-1 fet ffen, [fef 3EJTTE 
fetRT f RldH'i, 1982 ft TgRTt, 1983 TEE SEnfe 

ffetuEE f e?t 210 ffe s Knife nfe ffefr f r? 4 
ffen, fet ?n ffef f see ffnfer 3 eeert r see 

TF3TT%T 3EEERTT ft fe?T mfe eft 4 260 ffe tteT t1 
?7T TE? f ^nffe gKl d'iifl tfRT TPTrRT f cjRe i/E 

irf Tjf 240 ffr f 3 tRee tet 4 ffrn t, ffnf wr f 
SEITsfl RraWcE Si'll H eft i/E ET? 7ET RlR.'ii ffTr 
3IR H ft ■ilR'ii f SSel i/E ET? 7ET fcRT R-41 f, 
3?R IRlft #IT 'HHlffl Tt ijf wft 3TREI TET ft Hft 
fen f I 3RT: STmsff fefeEE SRT 3TRrfeFr ft HRT 25 
(f) 7ET deeldd fen t | 3RT: IJTlf fen 'HHlffl f 

3iTfeT ft arfer frfer gn: fen f feftfecr 

HFEET 3E7I M|Ru||RcE RRT fen/ v^lf ft mflT ft 
t I R^rtf 3ETTsff feftRTE f fepr ferffet 7ET elf t 
ff ^#EE f i/E cEel^ fe f RRicTR 240 fel tr 

?fer 3ifeE feRi TEif fet ffm 11 unf sttt ijrt i, 

3RRcT, 3M, 1982 7T v^T, 1983 f tet 4 nft ffelT t | 

fef3EE ST7T ^feE ft ffe TRTTRT fet ft fe t, 
s(e4> erg 'i-ciij cETf ffeE7 iRTT f I uRf—ff ^hRi<t> 

ddf <161 <Pl4 TETf 3TRfT, cRT ife <Pl4 tR T79T J I<41 I 

cTT5 f -feEE f 01 3lfer, 1983 f 4fe /7E fe Tjf 
eFTRTR 240 fel <Pl4 dfl (fill f, erg T7RI <Pl4 ffe^R 
W 11 ffefREE f 3TfefeFT ft E-IRT 25 (f) f ^RTHlff 
7ET UefepT fet ffen t | 3RT: Tfefe ffe fen «y|R«l 

TEfe ft inferT ft f i 

7. fefe 3TEE fef f TRffe f feEE xfTRHT^I 

cET 7E2RT t if 3RTTsff feftRTE f fefRE 01.04. 

1982 f 14/-W4f ffeE TRf^t IR T?T t, 31k Ijfe 
01.04.1982 f eFTTTTR 3feft ffe ft, 3IR ffnEE 01.08. 

1983 Tf ftfeE 3TTf?T ft fen f FST fen WI 
cR? f felFE 01.04.1982 f 31.07.1983 TEE ffevR 

3mTsff fefsEE f Tfe nfe ffen 11 fe[ fe swift 

fefjEE f felEE 23.02.1990 ft TETET m nfe 


igne^-i fen t, fe fen ff tj/tw fe 01 sfrtt, 

1983 ft nfe f 6CI ffm TT2IT ujd, 1982 f <Pl4 S^S 
nmT, sfe fe ^ W? ffeTZ TTm, Tgfe, 3FRTT, 1982 f 

nmET TnR-en Tnmn nw i setRt f fenn f feferif 
fe ft I dcIHT, 1982 f fenn f nfeter fe fer f 
nnf nw, fefn n? fefetn nw, sfe nnft 

\3nfelfcT fet eft I fet TR5 ft v3J/T, 1983 f fel 1 1 1 f 

nnf ipn Turn, nfeier fe fe f terr ufet fefe 

fe eft I ffe? f RTft 7ET 7E2RT t fe Rfet 04/1982 
f 07/1982 TEE eFTTTTR fe ffe t, fe ?TT TJ5TET 
ft neiTr nmnT t ff 07/1982 fe os/1982 f fe 
fe ffe ft nsn n? i/e nfe feR fe f terr fe 

IR fe RRT, fe ^wn ft ReTTI nmRT t ff 
12/1982 f 05/1983 TEE ft 7EFT IR RRT Ft I TR5 
f feEE RTRRTR f SEnff ffenEE f fe ffnEE 
01.04.1982 ft 31.07.1983 TEE fe nRHT W tl nfcRan 
f Tfe ?fet cET TERR t ff feEE S'RT nfeeT f 
TT5TT snfefEE mnfT f TT5TT ffnEE 01.04.1982 f v^T, 
1982 TEE 76 ffe <Pl4 ffRTI RTtf SIS R5 T-SR <w4 
IR fe 3TTRT | ?nf nW n? 1gefe 3ERTT, 1982 f fe 
iR fe 3TTRT I RT? fftTERT, 1982 f ffnFT f fffe fe 
ReT fe 2f, TEf fe/E eftW SIR fe <w4 iR T'RI, 3lfT 
nfe 40 ffe <fe ffe, ffe fef 3TTRT I ffe/TR, 1982 
f gn: WT IR fel, fe nfe fe, 1983 TEE nfeteT iR 
snfefEE fe ffen, fffn njn, 1983 f srnnffeTT trt i 

Igefe, 1983 f gn: TEET IR fel, fe 01.08.1983 f RTS 
cTR TcRt nm wl'SSR Eell 441, ffe SIMTi fet eflei I 
TR5 ft fe/E f ffeEE 01.04.1982 ft 01.08.1983 
TEE eFTTTTR 240 ffe RT ffet feEE ffen fe fef 

ffen tl ffe? f nfer ?ne^-i ffnEE 13.02.1990 fr 
3mf ?nm5Rt f fet rret fetniR ffen t, fer ir / 

^ 4t fe f ?rmSR RTTeTT/ 11 

8. fe/E t 3ETt fefe feE fen SIR RT5R f 
R? TERR ffRT t ff fe ffeEE 01.08.1983 ft ffnfeE 

grn fe nr nff trt, nfet fenf srfer nw f rrett 
ft 1 fern f 3ER ?n srffffen ft rrt 25 (b) f 
nErfe fr feff ttT ?fe r? tris trm t ff nffe ft 

fen TETTffT f Ijf nffeE t i/E nfe?T fe f 240 ffe 
RRrrffeE nw f fe ffen tr 1 nfenn nnfe f fefen 

7ET R? 7E?RT t ff nnft fenf ffnEE 01.08.1983 f 
nmETT ft I STTT: ffe fferfcT f Igfe, 1983 f 3ERTT, 

1982 TEE f n?R fefeE SRT nfe ff/ R/ ffnfe ft 
nuTRT ft feEft I srnTft fefeEE f TT?EEE RmSeT 

srfffet srt nffe fr ffnEE 13.02.1990 ft nnRT nn 
fet ffRT t, ffef STJRR fefeE t ffnEJEE f R?f 
ffeERR, 1982 f 21 ffe, SETTER, 1982 f 19 ffe, 
ffeETR, 1982 f 23 ffe, nmfet, 1983 t 27 ffe, ERfet, 

1983 f 24 ffe, nfe, 1983 f 24 ffe, Sffer, 1983 f 21 
ffe, fe, 1983 f 27 ffe, Igent, 1983 f 24 ffe ?TT 
TR? RT "^eT 210 RRTTffE nfe ffcRT tt Rn4 ffen tl 
?nf sranfEEn f r? rter trm t ff nftm f sfrtt, 
rrer, i 982 n nin, 1983 f w4 ntt ffen 11 fern 
cET R? TERR t ff R? i/E RT? fetR R?T, ?TT RRmT 

nnn nr ntt ret, ef (f n fefe rrt ?tt srRff f fern 

f SRft ffet RR ffefeEE f TETST RT ?E srffRRiR f 

tetst fit nnnn nnr TRfTT ntt ffen 11 ?fer i/e rttt 
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KM RR^f RR 3lfeqfr t, et%R 3TRR ftrfTR Tsfrf^cT 
t, sfk eF% WI RTR RRRf RR -illillRld w£tR7RXJT 

rrjr 1%rt t cfr <# rrrt ft f^Rr?r ntr farm 

TjTT RTRRE I ciclHM EFTc! 3 RfRTT IcfTlRR f%RT RRT f 
f% ftRTRx 01.08.1983 TT xjt ^ 3TRRR, 1982, 

3M, 1982 xtr RjR, 1983 3 ^ RRR xr 

7# 3ITRT t, sfft 73TT^ gTTT ftRTRI 01.08.1983 TR^R 
TTTcT xrf TT iff 3lfe> WJ RTR R? ETRefT RRTRT t, sfk 
?TT RR cRT^ ^ I ill Rid W^rrut rrjr R# f%^TT t, 
3T1R ?TRf Rft eTRcTT t f% RR RTFcR RRRR t 

viTlRld tf dtl R?T t, 3fk R? PlRlRXll 7^ R6I 7JRR 7JRX=f 
TfTT dtl SR, ARR 7JRR TRpsJTJR trr | 3RT: X^fT 

RarfcT 3 ftRR RcT t ^#T7E RR rrrR HRTft R?t 
3 Rtf 3TTRT t | RRR ft^RR <£ 3RRR XR 3iRrRm R?T 
ERTT 25 (f) RT 25 (g) RR Reddd |X3TT FT, X^ATT RcffTT 


Rtf tlcll % I 3ET RRxl R|c|RR 't R? AR^C ^3TT t 
RTTcTR t f^RRRE ^ RdlR> 01.08.1983 RTf *#TR7 R?T 
RTRTXx TTRRT Rtf R?[, Rfef) RR rrr RRH xr R^f 3TTRT, 
3ft ^hR< 4> ft>Ail tt c1A6 R>[ AT 61 A| d I AlRl MIK1 7J7RT RR 
3TR[RRfr Rtf t | XJXRTRR MxH -% xffrRRTR RRRR 3 
Rfr 3Tft|Ru|i| TTlf^n f%RT RRcTT t :- 

3iRrRrx j tR 

15. ^#IR7 RcRRTR JR tf RiRTRTST, Rc|kH tMrT 
RTRJ7T, fufeTT—x-ffelRT^T (RTRR-eRR) R?T 3^R ^ r^r 
3TTXR R#R 3RxftR7R f%RT XRTRR AsllR«l f%RT 
ARTcR tl 3RRsft PliflvrlRT gTR RTsff RcRRTSI RTf f^RTR7 
01.08.1983 T[ #R JRR f%RT XRRfT TrRcT R^t tl 
3IcT: ^#IR7 f%7ft RR? 7^ RTgR xRT^r RR 3TRlRRft Rtt t I 

T^RTR eTTef JUT, x-zfRn#?T 
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